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501 Las Vegas Boulevard South, Suite 1100
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Attorneys for the United States

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 3:20-CV-158MMD -WGC

Plaintiff, United States of America’s Motion to
Compel Responses to Special

V. .
Interrogatories

$1,106,775.00 INUNITED STATES
CURRENCY ,

Defendant

Motion to Compel Responses to Special Interrogatories

Plaintiff United States of America requests that this @urt order Claimant Oak
Porcelli to provide full and complete responses to Plaintiff’'s Special Brrogatories.
Plaintiff makes this Motion to Compel Responses to Special trogatories (“Motion”)
pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (Fed. R. Civ. P.)F(and 37(a), Local Rule
LR 26-6, andUnited States v. $133,420.00 in United States Cuigh&y3d 629 (9th Cir.
2012).

The grounds for this motion are that (a) Claimant filed dudicial Claim and Answer
in this civil action for forfeiture in rem; (b) Plaintiff issued speclanterrogatories to
Claimant; (c) Claimant has raised disallowed objectiorsand therefore failed to respond-
to numerous of those special interrogatories, contrary to his lafations under Fed. R. Civ.
P. 26(b)(1) and 37(a)(4) and Supplemental Rule for Adralty or Maritime Claims and
Asset Forfeiture Actions (Supp. R.) G(6)(a); (d) counséor Plaintiff has attempted without
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success to obtain responses to the discovery; and, therefoe¢ ah order compelling full and
complete responses to those speciatenrogatories is proper.

As required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 37(a)(1) and Local Rules IA-3(f) and LR 26:6(c),
counsel for Plaintiff declares that he has conferred witlpposing counsel (David Michael
and Edward Burch) in an effort to obtain the sought dise@ry without this Court’s action.
Despite goodfaith efforts, the parties have been unable to fully resolve thiscovery
dispute without Court action. In accordance with Local Rut LR 26-6(c), a declaration of
Assistant United States Attorney James A. B, which provides further details describing
such efforts, is attached as Exhibit A. In accordance thiLocal Rule 266(b), the full text of
the discovery sought and the responses to it have beeadibnd served with this Motion as
Exhibits B and C, resgctively. Claimant’s personal identifiers have been redacted from
Exhibit C.

Dated this 26th day of June 2020

Respectfully submitted,

NICHOLAS A. TRUTANICH
United States Attorney

[s/ James A. Blum
JAMES A. BLUM
Assistant UnitedStates Attorney
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Memorandum of Points and Authorities
l. Introduction
In this civil action for forfeiture in rem, Plaintiff issued fourte@a special

interrogatories to Claimant to clarify the nature anextent of his relationship to Defendant
$1,106,775 in Uhited States Currency (property). The special interrogatoriesere
modeled—in language and substaneeafter special interrogatories that have been
approved by federal courts in the Ninth Circuit, in pub8hed and unpublished decisions, &
appropriate underSupp. R. G(6). Claimant raised objections, and provided substarg
nonresponses, to most of the special interrogatories. Claimanobjections have been
rejected by Ninth Circuit courts as inadequate responses to s@kanterrogatories
paralleling thoseissued by Plaintiff in this case. Because Plaintiff's special integatories
address appropriate subject matter under Supp. R. G(@hd because Claimant has raised
disallowed objections to those special interrogatories, this Gbshould compel Claimant
to provide full and complete responses to Interrogates 5, 7, 8, 9,10, 11,12, 13, and 14.

Il. Statement of the Case

A. Procedural History

On March 10, 2020, Plaintiff filed a Verified Complaintfor forfeiture in rem of the
property. Compl., ECF No. 1. The Verified Complaint detailed the circumstances dhe
property’s seizure. Law enforcement discovered the property durigprobablecause
search of a vehicle being driven by Claimant. ECF No. 1, 3:224; 5:10; 6:313. The
property, which wasfound in three separate caches, was predominately composed of $2
bills (35,358 total $20 bills), was primarily found ssed inside of foodpreservation bags,
and triggered positive alerts by a reliable drugtetection canine. ECF No. 1, 6:17; 6:11-13;
9:6-11; 9:13 to 10:6. During the traffic stop, Claimant toldaw enforcement that the two
larger caches of currency-later determined to total $1,104,800 of the $1,106,745
belonged to his employer, 401 Productions. ECF No. 1, 8:10 to 9:Also at that time,
Claimant was either unaware of, or unwilling to share, e value of the property. ECF No.

1,5:1117.

J
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On March 13, 2020, this Court ordered that a summons angarrant be issued for
the property, which the Clerk of Court issued the sameg. Order Sum. & Wa., ECF No.
4; Sum. & War., ECF No. 5. The United States Marshalls Seiwe served the property and
took it into custody on March 25, 2020. NOFTIC, ECF No. 6

On April 30, 2020, Claimant filed a Judicial Claim, in which he assertkan
“ownership and possessory interest” in the property. PoritieClaim, ECF No. 12. Also on
April 30, 2020, Claimant filed a Motion to Suppress. Mot. Supp., EE No. 14. On May
12,202, Plaintiff filed a Motion to Stay Claimant’s Motion to Suppress (Motion to Stay
Suppression) and a Motion to Extend Time for Plaintiff’ substantive response to the
Motion to Suppress. Mot. Stay Supp., ECF No. 17; Mot. Extend Respo Mot. Supp.,
ECF No. 18. Also on May 12, 2020, Plaintiff served Claimant witha set of fourteen special
interrogatories. Exhibit B. This Court granted Plaintiff’'s Motionto Extend Time,
continuing the deadline for Plaintiff's substantive rggnse to the Motion to Suppress uiit
the Court had ruled on Plaintiff’'s Motion to Stay Suppession and until such time as the
Court determined such a response would be warranted. Order Motxtend Resp. to Mot.
Supp., ECF No. 19. Claimant opposed Plaintiff’'s Motion to Stay Supession, Plantiff
replied to the opposition, and the resolution of the Motin to Stay Suppression is pending
before this Court. Opp. Mot. Stay Supp., ECF No. 21; Reply Mot. Sty Supp., ECF No.
24.0n May 21, 2020, Claimant filed his Answer. AnswerECF No. 20.

On or around June 5, 2020, Claimant served Plaintiff with hisesponses to
Plaintiff’'s special interrogatories. Exhibits A and C. On June 12020, Plaintiff sent a letter
to Claimant’s counsel requesting a meetnd-confer to try to address Claimant’s objectian
to Plaintiff's special interrogatories. Exhibit A1. On June 19, 2020, counsel engaged in a
telephonic meetand-confer but were unable to resolve their discovery dispute. ExHilA\.

B. The Special Interrogatories, Objections, and Responses

Claimant objecte to Interrogatories 2, 4, 5,6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 18)d 14. Exhibit

C. Notwithstanding Claimant’s objections, he provided substantevor partial responses to
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Interrogatories 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. Exhibit C. To summarize the Inteygatories to which

Claimant provided no substantive responses:

Interrogatory 6 asked about the circumstances of Claant’s acquisition of the
property;

Interrogatory 7 asked Claimant to identify documentatin evidencing his interes
in the property;

Interrogatory 8 asked aboutihancial institutions and accounts through which th
property had passed during Claimant’s ownership or possessiortloé property;
Interrogatory 9 asked about other persons or entities with infotion about
Claimant’s interest in the property;

Interrogatory 10 asked about Claimant’s knowledge about, and undgandings
with respect to, his acquisition and possession and atnansfer of the property;
Interrogatory 11 asked about Claimant’s knowledge of other persoosentities
having an interest in the prperty;

Interrogatory 12 asked Claimant to identify other pemns or entities with a
connection to the property;

Interrogatory 13 asked for identifying information for he persons or entities fror
Interrogatory 12; and

Interrogatory 14 asked about the formthat the property had taken during
Claimant’s ownership or possession of the property.

To summarize the Interrogatories to which Claimant provided péial responses:
Interrogatory 4 asked about Claimant’s criminal convigons, if any; and
Interrogatory 5 asked about the nature, extent, and details of Claimastinterest
in the property.

SeeExhibits B and C. Claimant would later, through an emaitepresentation by one of his

attorneys, informally supplement his response to Intergatory 4.SeeExhibit A.

Claimant made the following objection (first objection) to Interogatory 6, which he

incorporated as an objection to Interrogatories 7,8, 10,11, 12,13, and 14: “Objection:

5

=)
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Claimant Porcelli has repeatedly stated under oath thhe owns the property vhich the
Government admits that it seized from him so he has estaiied Article Il standing,
therefore this interrogatory seeks information beyond the perssible scope of Rule G(6).”
Exhibit C (emphasis, footnote, and citations omitted). Where inaporated as an objection

to Interrogatories 7, 8, 9, 10,11, 12, 13, and 14, Claant added:

This discovery request seeks information beyond the scope of Ruléds Rule
G(6) interrogatories are expressly “limited to the claimdis identity and
relationship to the defendant property” identified above, only allow the
government “to gather information that bears on the cimant’s [Article 1]
standing”. This interrogatory seeks information irredvant to, and far beyond
that which bears on, Claimant’s Article Il standing and it is objectedto on that
basis.

Exhibit C.

Claimant made the following objection (second objection) to Intesgatories 9, 11,
and 13: “Objection: This interrogatory asks about other peoplso it is not authorized by
Rule G(6) and otherwise gceeds the scope of a Rule G(6) Interrogatory.” (emphasis and
citation omitted). Exhibit C. Claimant made a similar objection tdnterrogatory 5, using
slightly different language.SeeExhibit C.

I"l. Argument

A. Legal Background

I. Supp. R. G(6)

Supp. R. G(6)(a) povides, in relevant part: The government may serve special
interrogatories limited to the claimant’s identity andelationship to the defendant property
without the court’s leave at any time after the claim is filed anbdefore discovery is closed.’
Specid interrogatories allow the government to screen for mmeritorious claims and test a
claimant’s standing.See, e.gSupp. R. G, Advisory Committee Note, Subdivision (6)
(explaining that Supplemental Rule G(6) “permit[s] thgovernment to . . . gather
information that bears on the claimant’s standing”)United States v. $284,950.00 in U.S.
Currency933 F.3d 971, 973 (8th Cir. 2019) (citin§§133,420.0and stating that, “[u]nlike in
a typical civil proceeding, the government may commence limitediscovery mmediately

after a verified claim is filed,” and, then, noting thaspecial interrogatories “operate as a

6
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mechanism to address unsubstantiated claims and may bedsdo test the claimant’s
relationship to the property” (alteration in original) (internal quotation marks omitted));
United States v. $209,815 in U.S. CurrétmyC 14-0780 SC, 2015 WL 1927431 (N.D. Cal.
Apr. 28, 2015), at *1 (“Special interrogatories are intended &d the Government in

ferreting out unmeritorious or fraudulent claims.”); Stéan D. Cassella, Asset Forfeiture

Law in the United States§ 82 (2d ed. 2013) (providing that through special interrogatose

“[tlhe Government may . . . broadly [] inquire into any matter neessary to test the veracity
of [the claimant’s] claim of owner#ip”) (internal quotations omitted) (third alteration in
original). Supp. R. G(8)(c)(i) allows the government to file a motion tstrike a claim or
answer “any time before trial” for the claimant “failing to comply with” Supp. R. G(5) or
(6) or “because tle claimant lacks standing.”

il. Ninth Circuit Case Law Interpreting Supp. R. G(6)

In $133,420.0Qhe government issued a special interrogatory askitige claimant to
state “the extent and describe with particularity the nare of [his] interest in the defendant
currency, and identify how [he] acquired that interest672 F.3d at 636. The special
interrogatory further requested that the claimant spegithe “date(s), time, place and
manner in which the defendant currency [] was obtaimk” “circumstances of each
transaction by which [the claimant] acquired or obtaied any interest in the defendant
currency,” and “reason(s) the defendant currency was obtainédd. (first alteration in
original). The claimant refused to answer the special itrogatory on numerous grounds,
including that “the discovery request exceeded the scope of Supptamtal Rule G(6)a),”
even after the district court granted the government’s emergency oo to compel.ld. at
637. The district court granted the government’s Suppleantal Rule G(8)(c) motion to

strike the claimant’s claim and answer, treating it asraotion for summaryjudgment. Id.

On appeal, the Ninth Circuit considered the followng argument made by the

claimant:

According to [the claimant], because a claimant can edtlish standing merely
by asserting an interest in the property, and because the advisoommittees
note to Supplemental Rule G(6) limits the interrogatorie® questions “bearing

7
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on a claimant’s standing,” it follows that [Supplementf Rule G(6) allows only
guestions regarding the identity of the claimant and éhtype of legal interest
asserted. Thezfore, [the claimant] asserts, the rule does not allow the
government to pose any questions about the circunasices in which the
claimant obtained an interest in the property, and the ogernment’s
interrogatories here were well beyond the scope of Rule G(6

Id. at 642.

The Court rejected that argumentld. According to the Ninth Circuit, Supplemental
Rule G(6) “broadly allow[ed] the government to collect informain regarding the
claimant’s ‘relationship to the defendant property.”ld. The court further reasoned that the
advisory committee’s note contemplated that the government wasmmitted to “seek
information beyond the claimant’s identity and type of poperty interest.”Id. The court
observed that the claimant’s “limited interpretdon would make Supplemental Rule
G(6)(a) superfluous because Supplemental Rule G(5)(a)(i)(B) alreadguire[d] the verified
claim to ‘identify the claimant and state the claimans interest in the property.”Id. at 643.

Similarly, United States v. $2986.42 in Account Funds Sei2&8 F. Supp. 3d 1050,
105152 (C.D. Cal. 2018), involved the government’s motion to strike elaim, pursuant to
Supp. R. G(8)(c), for a claimant’s failure to sufficiently rggnd to a special interrogatory.
The claimant hadasserted an unequivocal ownership interest in the prape Id. at 1054.
The special interrogatory at issue sought information abbthe claimant’s “interest in the
seized assets,” requested “identification . . . of all persons ag knowledge of the
interest,” and asked for the “identification of any facts e@ablishing [the claimant]’s
ownership or any other person’s interest in the asset$d’ at 1042. The court granted the
government’s motion, characterizing the claimant’s stakalone response that havas the
owner of the defendant assets as “evasive and incompletkl’at 1054-55. As part of the
court’s analysis, it discussefi133,420.00d. at 1055. The court noted: “The [Ninth Circuit]
rejected the argument [the claimant] makes herethat Supplemenal Rule G(6)(a) ‘does
not allow the government to pose any questions about tlsrcumstances in which the
claimant obtained an interest in the property.”id. The court further stated: “The [Ninth

Circuit] rejected this narrow interpretation and reaffirmedhat Rule G(6)(a) ‘broadly allows

8
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the government to collect information regarding the almant’s “relationship to the
defendant property.”™ Id.

B. Special Interrogatories are warranted in this case.

Plaintiff has posed special interrogatories in this cabecause standing is at issue. |
Plaintiff's Motion to Stay Suppression and Reply, it dcussed at length the reasons that
standing is a substantial, open question in this casteeECF No. 17, 6:16 to 8:8; 8:23 to
9:16; ECF No. 24, 4:3 to 7:2. However, Rlintiff will briefly summarize its core position on
standing so that this Court has an chand position statement to use in the context of this
Motion.

During the underlying traffic stop in this matter, wha law enforcement asked
Claimant about the propety, he (1) seemed unware of, or unwilling to share, itsalue; (2)
stated that the majority of the money belonged to his employefQ1 Productions; (3)
affirmatively disclaimed ownership of that portion of the propey; and (4) claimed
ownership of only ofthe smallest cache of currency (later found to total 895). ECF No.
1,5:12-17;8:10t0 9:5; 10:%5. Later, when filing his Judicial Claim, Claimant nevertheless
stated that he was the owner the property. ECF No. 12 dgXlaimant, Gina Pennock, also
submitted a Judicial Claim, stating that she had a possessamyerest in the property.
Pennock Claim, ECF No. 13. Claimant and Pennock did not provided fuhter details about
their respective interests in their Judicial Claims$seeECF No. 12; ECF No. 13.

In Claimant’s filings and sworn statements-including the Declaration attached to
his Motion to Suppress and his responses to Plaintiff’pecial interrogatories—he provided
no further details that would allow Plaintiff to verifyor test his claim of ownerkip. See
Porcelli Decl., ECF No 14-1; Exhibit C. Pennock’s responses to a set of special
interrogatories that Plaintiff issued to her (attacheas Exhibits D (with certain personal
identifiers redacted for privacy) and B, respectively), reasserted her psessory interest in
the property and, in substance, revealed that her claimed intergsthe property was
wholly premised on Claimants asserted ownership interest.

111
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Under Supp. R. G(8)(c)(i), Plaintiff may make a motion to strik for a claimant’s
lack of standing, in addition to a claimant’s failure to comply wit Supp. R. G(5) or G(6).
That motion (1) may be presented in three forms; (2) must Hecided before any motion to
dismiss by a claimant; and (3) will be evaluated undersdandard that vaies depending on
the evidentiary state of the record at the time of the rtion. SeeSupp. R. G(8)(c)(ii)
(providing that a motion to strike for lack of standing may be psented as a motion for
judgment on the pleadings, a motion for summary judgmengr amotion for a hearing on
standing); Supp. R. G, Advisory Committee Note, Subdivision (8)(c) (outliningwith
reference to the quality of evidence in the record, when it is apprigie to make each type
of motion); see alddnited States v. All Assets HeBank Julius Baer & C664 F. Supp. 2d
97,104 (D.D.C. 2009) (treating a motion to strike as a ation for summary judgment
notwithstanding that pleadings were incomplete, reasmg that it would not be a motion
for judgment on the pleadings because tleaimants had not filed an answer and the recor
had been supplemented with some evidence of standing).

Plaintiff, by way of its Motion to Stay Suppression, issuance @k special
interrogatories, and filing of this Motion, seeks to gather ahdingrelated evidence and
resolve standingelated litigation (through a single, fully developed&p. R. G(8)(c)(i)(B)
motion, if appropriate) before proceeding to litigatin of the merits of this action.SeeECF
No. 24, 10:28; see also, e.t4lnited States v. $980.00 in U.S. Currenadyo. 3:12-cv-01463
MA, 2014 WL 4924866 (D. Or. Sept. 30, 2014) (withholding cosideration of a claimant’s
motion to suppress until after resolving the governmé&s motions to strike and for
summary judgment). In view of the state the record as to the nature and extent of
Claimant’s asserted interest in the property, and theesdards applicable to Supp. R.
G(8)(c) motions, there is a substantial, overriding gséon about whether Claimant will be
able to satisfy his burden of praf as to Article Il standing. SeeECF No. 24, 4:18 to 5:15;
6:11 to 7:2 (discussing the standards and spectrum akes applicable to Supp. R. G(8)(c)
motions).

111

10
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C. Claimant’s first objection has been rejected by Ninth @iuit courts.

Claimant’s first objection asserts that, by virtue of his sworn statemethiat he is the
owner of the property and the seizure of the propertydim his possession, he has
established his standing, thereby dispensing with tigevernment’s need to seek further
information through the objectedto special interrogatories.Seeexhibit C. That argument is
unavailing under Ninth Circuit precedent.

Claimant’s first objection is similar to the objections raisednd rejected by the
courts in$133,420.08nd $295,726.45ee $133,420,6672 F.3d at 642$295,726.4279 F.
Supp. 3d at 105455. Both claimants argued that their assertions of owrsdmip interests in
the properties satisfied their burdens to prove standing arialy extension, rendered special
interrogatories superfluous andmproper. See idAnd both courts were unmoved by those
arguments, viewing the claimants’ interpretations of $ip. R. G(6) as overly narrow.See
$133,420.00672 F.3d at 64243;%$295,726.4279 F. Supp. 3d at 1055ee alddnited States
$209,815 in &. CurrengyCase No. C 140780 SC, 2014 WL 2959304 (N.D. Cal. June 30,
2014), at *1-2 (explaining that the “Ninth Circuit ha[d] expresslyrejected thie] argument”
made by the claimant—that his assertion of an ownership interest in a verifiedaim
sufficiently established his standing and, thereby, litied the need for any further
information sought by special interrogatories). Furtér, the$133,420.000urt declined to
accept the claimant’s argument because such an arguref accepted, would have negate
the need for Supp. R. G(6) entirely (since Supp. R. G(&keady required a claimant to
articulate a valid property interest)672 F.3d at 643.

Finally, Claimant’s assertion in his first objection thiehe possessed the property
during its seizure does not meaningfully distinguish higbjection from those rejected in
$133,420.08nd $295,726.42ut differently, Claimant cannot rely on his assertioof
ownership coupled with a seizure from his possessiondemonstrate that he would be
likely to defeat any Supp. R. G(8)(c) standing motiomade by Plaintiff. There are three
reasons for this.

111

11
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First, regarding the summaryjudgment standard, the record in this case is not
simply that the property was seized from Claimant and #t he later asserted an ownership
interest in it. Rather, as discussed in Section Ill.B, Claimant’s staents during the traffic
stop were inconsistent overall, and in certairespects irreconcilable, with his later claim of
ownership over the entirety of the property. FurtherClaimant has introduced no specific
evidence to rebut the information contained in the Veied Complaint. For those reasons,
on this record it is far fom certain that Claimant’s demonstration of standingsi conclusive
under the summaryjudgment standard, irrespective that seizure of proggrfrom a
claimant’s possession coupled with a later claim ofiamership “may” satisfy a summary
judgment standing buden, $133,420.0%72 F.3d at 638SedJnited States v. $999,830.00 i
U.S. Currengy704 F.3d 1042, 1043 (9th Cir. 2012) (explaining that tatements allegedly
made by [a claimant] . . . may be relevant evidence at sutime as a motion for summary
judgment is filed”); United States v. 10503 Campus Way SOasie No. 1:17cv-01619MA,
2018 WL 6834355 (D. Or. Dec. 27, 2018), at *2 (“Once the mang party points out the
lack of evidence to support the nomoving party’s case, the burden shifts to the nen
moving party to go beyond the pleadings and show a genuimsesue of material fact exists”);
United State v. Real Property Located at 5294 BamgiNBRo02:12-cv-00296CWD, 2014 WL
5513748 (D. Idaho Oct. 31, 2014), at *4 (“[T]he Court is nbrequired to adgt
unreasonable inferences from circumstantial evidentke.United States v. 2004 Blue Lexug
GX47Q No. C08-5084BHS, 2008 WL 2224308 (W.D. Wash. May 27, 2008), at *1 (“fie
Court must resolve any factual issues of controversyfiavor of the nonmoving partyonly
when the facts specifically attested by that party contnatl facts specifically attested by the
moving party.”).

Second, even were this Court to view the seizure of the property fra@laimant’s
possession and his assertion of an ownership interestsafficient to survive a motion for
summary judgment on standing, that would not end the staing inquiry. Supp. R.
G(8)(c)(ii) also allows the government to make “a motiond determine after a hearing . . .

whether the claimant can carry the burden of establishirgganding by a preponderance of

12
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the evidence.” Such a motion is proper “[i]f material facts ardisputed, pretuding a grant
of summary judgment,” and empowers a court to “hold an edentiary hearing.” Supp. R.
G, Advisory Committee Note, Subdivision (8)(c). Since Supp. R. G{6'broadly allows the
government to collect information regarding” standingsees133,420.00672 F.3d at 642,
and since a motion for a hearing on standing would reg@ira claimant to prove standing
under a moredemanding standard than the one applicable to a summggdgment motion,
sedd. at 638, it is unclear why a claimant’s satisfactioof the lower standard would end thg
government’s entitlement to test standing through SppR. G(6).

Third, the language and logic utilized by the court 1$133,420.03 at odds with the
limited interpretation of the scope of Supp. R. G(6) embodied Glaimant’s first objection.
In $133,420.QGfter analyzing the scope of Supp. R. G(6) and deeming ibfoad[],” the
court pointed to the deficiency in the claimant’s veriéid claim and the substantial
ambiguity that it created visavis his ownership statusSee idat 642-43. The court did so as
one illustration of why the special interrogatory was gpopriate; there is no indication that
the court was articulating some limiting principle esblishing the singular situation when
the government could utilizespecial interrogatories. Consistent with this reading, the
$295,726.420urt found that, in $133,420.Q0the Ninth Circuit rejected th[e] theory” that
“if a claimant has standing to contest the forfeiturg¢hen special interrogatories [are]
unnecessary taletermine [the claimant’s] standing as to that currency Seeb295,726.42
279 F. Supp. 3d at 1055 n.3 (second and third alterat®in original) (internal quotation
marks omitted).

D. The first and second objections are invalid because the objectedpecal
interrogatories parallel special interrogatories approved by other Ninth
Circuit courts as within the scope of Supp. R. G(6).

Plaintiff's special interrogatories were modeled-in substance and form—after
special interrogatories that Ninth Circuit courts hag evaluated, and approved of, under
Supp. R. G(6). Each of Plaintiff’'s fourteen special inteogatories ended with a footnote.
Exhibit B. Each footnote provided Claimant with at least one exaple of a decision by the

Ninth Circuit court in which the court considered a subsintively similar special
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interrogatory and determined that it was appropriate wer Supp. R. G(6). Exhibit B
Footnotes. Those cited decisions-by virtue of their analyses, substance, and harmony Wi
one another—undermine the propriety of Claimant’s objections (thathe objectedo
special interrogatories seek information beyond the scopeSupp. R. G(6)).

Regarding the special interrogatories to which Claimant raisethé first objection,
Interrogatories 7 through 14 asked Claimant to idengifcertain documents, financial
institutions, witnesses, and third parties, and to provide certaimarratives, in an effot to
develop the record with some detais-beyond Claimant’s assertion of ownership in the
Judicial Claim—about his interest in the propertySeeExhibit B. Regarding the special
interrogatories to which Claimant raised the second objectienthat they impemissibly
sought information related to third parties—Interrogatories 9, 11, and 13 asked Claimant t
identify, and provide narrative information, about third parties hving knowledge,
information, and documentation related to Claimant’s inérest in the prgerty.

Each of those historic inquiries had at least one direct@og in a special
interrogatory considered, and approved of, by a Ninth Circuit couiih the course of
analyzing the scope of Supp. R. G(6). Specifically, Plaintiff cite and recites for tis
Court, the following casesUnited States v. $133,420.00 in U.S. Curréi@yF.3d 629 (9th
Cir. 2012);United States v. $295,726.42 in Account Funds Zé&Ed Supp. 3d 1050 (C.D.
Cal. 2018) United States v. Approximately $658,830.00 in Us@nGuNo. 2:11-cv-00967

MCE KJIN PS, 2012 WL 3233642 (E.D. Cal. Aug. 6, 2012); andUnited States v. $333,806|

in Proceed®No. CV 05-2556 DOC (ANXx), 2010 WL 3733932 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 30, 2010).d
light of these cases, acceptance of Claimant’s objects would require this Court to find
that the Ninth Circuit and three Ninth Circuit district courts all misinterpreted the scope o

Supp. R. G(6) and the types of inquires appropriate uad that rule.

E. In a recent District of Nevada case, the Court rejected arbjection
substantively identical to Claimant’s first objection.

In September 2019, itJnited States v. $70,000.00 in U.S. Currélmy2:19-cv-00392
JAD-VCF (D. Nev. 2019), United States Magistrate Judge Cam Ferenbacbhnsidered, and

14
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largely granted, thegovernment’s motion to compel after the claimant in thamatter raised
an objection to the government’s special interrogatosethat was substantively similar to
the first objection now being raised by Claimant. 11$70,000.0Qthe claimant provided no

subgantive responses to eight special interrogatories, raisingettollowing objection:

Objection. Rule G(6) special interrogatories are limitedot the claimant’s
identity and relationship to the defendant property. [@imant] has stated in his
sworn Claim Opposing Forfeiture . . . he is the sole and exclusive owner of the
defendant properties. A claimant’s unequivocal asg®n of an ownership
interest in the property is sufficient by itself to estéibh standing.

Accordingly, the information sought in this interrogatory is not reasonably
calculated to lead to discoverable evidence.

Mot. Compel, ECF No. 17-1, Exhibit C (2:19cv-00392JAD -VCF) (emphasis,
guotation marks, and citations omitted).

When responding to the government’s motion to compelhe claimant argued that (1)
unlike the claimant in$133,420.0the had properly asserted a property interest (ownershiy
which was sufficient to meet his summarudgment burden on standing; and thefere (2)
the government, unlike in$133,420.Qthad no further need to test the claimant’s standing
through special interrogatoriesSeeResp. and Opp. Mot. Compel, ECF No. 18 (2:1%v-
00392JAD-VCF), 4:3-26; 5:7 to 6:23.

After considering the claimant’s djection and arguments, Judge Ferenbach
compelled the claimant to respond fully to six of the objected special interrogatories (11
through 16) and partially to one of the objectetb special interrogatories (6). Order Mot.
Compel, ECF No. 27 (2:19CV-00392JAD-VCF). The Court’s denial of the motion as to
one-and-ahalf of the special interrogatories (5 and part of 6)le¢ed to the temporal scope
of those inquiries. Mot. Compel Oral Argument (2:1900392JAD-VCF). Also of note (with
respect to Claimant’ssecond objection, here), the compelled special interrogatories
included inquiries into the claimant’s and property’s camection to a third party.Seeéviot.
Compel, ECF No. 17-1, Exhibit A-6.

Here, Claimant raises the first objection as a justifidgan for his substantive

nonresponses to certain of Plaintiff’'s special interrogaies. The legal theory underlying

15
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that objection is analogous to the one raised by theaghant in $70,000.00Plaintiff asks this

Court to interpret the scope of Supp. R. G(6), andvaluate the propriety of Claimant’s first
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objection, in a manner consistent with another Court éim the District of Nevada.

V. Conclusion

For the reasons stated, Plaintiff moves this Court t@mpel Claimant to provide full

and complete responses to Interragories 5,7, 8, 9, 10, 11,12, 13, and 14.

Dated this 26th day of June 2020

Respectfully submitted,

NICHOLAS A. TRUTANICH
United States Attorney

[s/ James A. Blum
JAMES A. BLUM
Assistant United States Attorney
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
A copy of the foregoing United States of America’'s Motion to CompdéResponses tg
Special Interrogatorieswas served upon counsel of record via Electronic Filing alune 26,

2020

[s/ _Maritess Recinto
MARITESS RECINTO
Paralegal Specialist
US Attorney’s Office
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NICHOLAS A. TRUTANICH
United States Attorney

District of Nevada

Nevada Bar Number 13644
JAMES A. BLUM

Assistant United States Attorney
501Las Vegas Boulevard&outh, Suite 1100
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

(702) 3886336

jamesblum @usdoj.gov
Attorneys for the United States

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Plaintiff,
V.

$1,106,775.00 IN UNITED STATES
CURRENCY ,

3:20-CV-158MMD -WGC

Index of Exhibits

Defendant
EXNIDIt A e Declaration of James A. Blum
EXNIDIt A-L oo Correspondence Dated Juné&2, 2020
EXNIDIE A -2 e Proof of Emailing
EXNIDIt B .o Special Interrogatoriesto Claimant Oak Porcelli
] o = s S Proof of Service forSpeciallnterrogatories
Exhibit C ... Oak Porcellis Responses t&pecial Interrogatories
EXhibit D ..o Gina PennocKs Responses t&pecial Interrogatories
EXhibit D-1 ..o, Special Interrogatoriesto Claimant Gina Pennock
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Exhibit A -- Declaration of James A. Blum

Exhibit A -- Declaration of James A. Blum
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NICHOLAS A. TRUTANICH
United States Attorney

District of Nevada

Nevada Bar Number 13644
JAMES A. BLUM

Assistant United States Attorney
501Las Vegas Boulevardouth, Suite 1100
Las Vegas Nevada89101

(702) 3886336

jamesblum @usdoj.gov
Attorneys fahe United States

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 3:20-CV-158MMD -WGC
Plaintiff, Declaration of James A. Blum
V.

$1,106,775.00 IN UNITED STATES
CURRENCY ,

Defendant

I, James A. Blum, declare as follows pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§44, FederalRule of
Civil Procedure37(a)(1) and Local Rules IA 1-3(f) andLR 26-6(c):

1. | am an Assistant United States Attorney for the Districof Nevada and am
assigned litigation responsibilityon behalf of Plaintiff United States of America for the
abovecaptioned civilaction for forfeiture in rem.

2. Attached as ExhibitB is a true and carect copy of Plaintiff’'s Special
Interrogatories to Oak Porcelli served on Claimant Oak Porcelli, through his counsel
(Michael & Burch, LLP and Goodman Law Group), on May 12, 2020. Attached as Exhibit
B-1 is proof of service of Exhibit B.

3. Attached as Exhbit C is a true and correct copy o€laimant’s Response to
The Government’s Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories Claimant servedhis Responseon
Plaintiff on or around June 5, 2020Exhibit C has been redacted to remove certain persof

identifiers due to the public filing of this Motion to Compel and its Exhibits

1
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4. Attached as Exhibit A-1 is a true and orrect copy of a letter that | emailedo
Claimant’s counse| Attorney David Michael, on June 12 2020. In the letter, | drew
opposing counsel’'sattention to Ninth Circuit precedenthat, in the government’s view,
disallowed the objections made by Clanant to certain of Plaintiff's ecialinterrogatories.
In addition, | requested thatopposing counsetontact me toset up a meetand-conferto
discusg(a) Claimant’s objections; (bwhether Claimantwould reconsider his objections;
and (c) a timeline for any supplemental responseéttached as Exhibit A-2 is proof of
emailing.

5. On June 15, 2020Mr. Michael contacted me via email to set up a meend-
confer for June 19, 2020.

6. On June 19, 2020, the parties conducted a telephonic meeid-confer.
Attorneys David Michael and Edward Burch patrticipated onbehalf of Claimant. Assistant
United States Attorney James A. Blum and Paralegal Spalist Maritess Recinto
participated on behalf of Plaintiff. The parties articulaté and discussed their respective
views of Claimant’sobjections over the course ohpproximately twenty to thirty minutes.
Despitethe discussion and exchange of viewpointshe parties were unabled resolve their
differing opinions about thepropriety of Claimant’s objections. During the meetind-confer,
Mr. Burch advised that there was a possibility that Claimant wouldupplement his respons
to Interrogatory 4, which concerned criminal history.

7. On June 23, 2020, Mr. Burch emaileane with informal supplementations of
Claimant’s and CoClaimant Gina Pennock’s responses to their respective Interrdgey 4s.
Mr. Burch reserved relevancy objections to the admissi@f the information contained in
the informal supplementatiors.

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws ohe United States of America thd
the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed onJune 26, 2020

[s/ James A. Blum
JAMES A. BLUM
Assistant United StateAttorney

2
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Exhibit A-1-- Correspondence Dated June 12, 2020

Exhibit A-1-- Correspondence Dated June 12, 2020
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U.S. Department of Justice

United States Attorney’s Office
District of Nevada

Civil Division
Nicholas A. Trutanich 501Las Vegas Boulevard Soutt Phone: (702) 388336
United States Attorney Suite 1100 Fax: (702)38%787

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

June 1220

Via Email Only:

Law Office of Michael & Burch, LLP
David M. Michael

One Sansome Street, Suite 3500
San Francisco, CA 94104
david@michaelburchlaw.com

Re:United States of Americav. $,106,775.00n United States Currency
Mr. Michael

On May 12 2@0, the United States of Americervedfourteen special interrogatories
pursuant to Rule G(6) of the Supplemental Rules fomiredy or Maritime Claims and Asset
Forfeiture Actions—for responses by your clienGlaimant Oak Porcelll am in receipt of your
clients responses to those special interrogatories. As detailed below, MeliPobjected, on
various groundsto twehe of the special interrogatories, and on the basis of those objections
provided no substantive responses to nine of the special interrogatories. tm,abltitiPorcelli
provided partiabnswers to two of the object¢al special interrogatories.

| am wiiting for two reasons. First, | wish to draw your attention to Ninth Gircasesnd
federal ruleghat, in the government’'s view, disallow Mr. Porcell’s substanmiweresponses on
the bases of histated objections. Second, | am requesting, thiadn your receipt of thistter,
you contact me to set uptelephonic meetandconfer to discuss (1) Mr. Porcell’s objections to
the government’s special interrogatories; (2) whether and the extent to whidhokdelli will
continue to assert those objections; and (3) a timeline for any supplemespahges that Mr.
Porceli wishes to make to the government’s special interrogatories.

Mr. Porceli objected to Interrogatories 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14.
Notwithstanding Mr. Porceli’'s objections, he provided substantive or padsponses to
Interrogatories 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. To summarize the Interrogatories to whidhoMelli provided
no substantive responses: Interrogatory 6 asked about the circumstances obrdéti sP
acquisition of the property; Interrogatory 7 asked Mr. Porcelli to identify docannemt
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evidencing his interest in the property; Interrogatoryas&ed about financial institutions and
accounts through which the property had passed during Mr. Porcell’'s ownership essgosf
the property; Interrogatory 9 asked about other persons or entities with infornatout Mr.
Porceli’'s interest in th property; Interrogatory 10 asked about Mr. Porcddiiswledge about,
and understandings with respectto, his acquisition and possession and anydf#msfanoperty;
Interrogatory 11 asked about Mr. Porceli’'s knowledge of any other person grtentihg an
interest in the property; Interrogatory 12 asked Mr. Porcelii to identify qibesons or entities
with a connection to the property; Interrogatory 13 asked for idegtifyiformation for any
person oentity from Interrogatory 12; and Integatory 14 asked about the forms that the property
had taken during Mr. Porcell’'s ownership or possession of the property. To Seenrtiae
Interrogatories to which Mr. Porcelii provided partial responses: tigatory 4 asked about Mr.
Porceli’'s crimiral convictions if any, and Interrogatory 5 asked about the nature, extent, and
details of Mr. Porcell's interest in the property.

Mr. Porceli mae the following objection f§st objection) to Interrogatory 6, which he
incorporated as an objection Itdéerrogatories 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and“Bbjection: Claimant
Porceli has repeatedly stated under oath that he owns the property whicveéinen@&nt admits
that it seized from him so he hestablishedArticle 11l standing, therefore this intergatory seeks
information beyond the permissible scope of Rule G(mphasis, fotnote, and citations
omitted). Where incorporated as an objection to Interrogatories 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14, Mr.
Porcell added:

This discovery requests seakformation beyond the scope of Rule G(6). Rule
G(6) interrogatories are expressly “limited to the claimant’s igenand
relationship to the defendant property” identified above, only allow the government
“to gather information that bears on the clainsmriirticle 11l] standing”. This
interrogatory seeks information irrelevant to, and far beyond that whick bear
Claimant’'s Article 11l standing and it is objected to on that basis.

Mr. Porceli made the follwing objection $§econd objectignto Interogatories9, 11, and
13: “Objection: This interrogatory asks about other people, so it is not authdmz&ule G(6)
and otherwise exceeds the scope of a Rule G(6) Interrogatory.” (emphasitatom omited).
Mr. Porceli madea similar objection tolnterrogatory 5, using slightly different language

Regarding the first objectipr directyour attention tdJnited Statesv. $133,420.00ir8J
Currency 672 F.3d 629 (9th Cir. 2012), abkhited Statesv. $295,726.42in Account Funds Seized
279 F. Spp. 3 1050 (C.D. Cal. 2018). In both matters, the claimants raised oljeatmnthe
onesraised by MrPorcelii And in both casethe courts rejectettie argumenthatsuch objections
permitted the claimants to decline gabstantivly answerspecial interrogatorie®f the same
charactens those sent ylaintiff to Mr. Porceliiin this matter

In$133,420.0(theNinth Circuit considerethe following argument made by the claimant:
According to[the claimant] because a claimant can efisabstanding merely by

asserting an interest in the property, and because the advisory commititete
Supplemental Rule G(6) limits the interrogatories to questions “bearing on a
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claimant’'s standing,” it follows that Rule G(6) allows only questiomgarding the
identity of the claimant and the type of legal interest asserted. Therffe
claimant] asserts, the rule does not allow the government to pose any questions
about the circumstances in which the claimant obtained an interest iropleetpr

and the government’s interrogatories here were well beyond the scope Gi(Rule

$133,420.00672 F.3d at 642

The court “reject[ed that] argument because it [wa]s contrary to thefté&le G(6)(&” Id.
According to thecourt SupplementalRule G(6) “broadly allow[ed] the government to collect
information regarding the claimant’s ‘relationship to the defendant progeity.’ The court
further reasoned that the advisory committee’s note contemplated that the gmtemvas
permitted to “seek information beyond the claimant’s iderdityltype of property interestid. at
642-43. Finally, the court observed that the claimant's “limited interpretation would make
Supplemental Rule (G)(6)(a) superfluous because Supplemental Rule )@B)(aalready
require[d] the verified claim to ‘identify the claimant and state tldmelnt's interest in the
property.™ Id. at 643

$295,726.4hvolved the government'motion to strikeaclaim for faiure to sufficiently
respond to a special interrogatory, under Supplemental Rule G(8). 279 F. Supp. 3d5.1051
The courtdescribedthe special interrogatory at issue as seekaigvantinformation about the
claimant’'s “interest in the seized assets,” “identification. of all persons having knowledgd o
the interest,” and “identification of any facts establishing [the elaifis ownership or any other
person’s interest in the assetisl’at1042,1054 The court, in granting the government’'s motion,
characterized thelaimant's ‘mere[] state[ment] thihe [wa]s the owner of the defendant assets”
as “evasive and incomplete.ld. at 105455. As part of the court's analysis, it discussed
$133,420.00id. at 1055. Quoting the Ninth Circuit, the court supported its decision by noting
“The [Ninth Circuit] rejected the argument [the claimant] makes -‘dhat Supplemental Rule
G(6)(a) ‘does not allow the government to pose any questions about the circumstambies i
the claimant obtained an interest in the propertid” Further, the court stated: “TH&linth
Circuit] rejected this narrow interpretation and reaffirmed tha¢ R&(6)(a) ‘broadly allows the
government to collect information regarding the claimant's “relationstapthe defendant
property.”” Id.

Here, Mr.Porcelli claims an ownership apdssessory interest in the property. The special
interrogatories to which Mr. Porcelli has objected withfig objection seek infornten relevant
to the character amétureof, anddetails about,his claimed interégs Under controling precedent,
Swpplemental Rule G(6) allows the United States to “broadly ... caftartnation regarding the
claimant’s ‘relationship to the defendant property$y133,420.00672 F.3d at 642which is what
the objectedo special interrogatories seek to do. Mhoreeli’'s objectiors to those special
interragatories—on the basis that he “has repeatedly stated under oath that he owns the
property—have been rejected by Ninth Circuit coyrts published decisiongs “contrary to . ..
Rule G(6)(a),”a “imited interpretation” that would rend&upplemental Rule G(63uperfluous,”
Id. at 64243, and “evasive and incomplete$295,726.42279 F. Supp. 3d at 10535.
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Finally, with respect to the first objection, | direct your attention$i83,420.00
$295,726.42and the cases cited in the footnotes to Interrogatories 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, dr&] 13,
14. Those cases provide examples of eappgroved Supplemental Rule G(6) special
interrogatories The special interrogatoried those casegarallelthe language and substance of
the interrogatories to wich Mr. Porceli has raised hisst objection

Turning to the second objectiohdirect your attention t$133,420.006295,726.42and
the cases cited in the footnotes to InterrogatoBie9, 11,and 13. Those cases provide example
of courtapproved Supplemental Rule G(6) special interrogatoriend those special
interrogatories inquik into subjects related to third parties. For instance$1i833,420.00the
Ninth Circuit approved of thatissue special interrogatory, and that special interrogeddkgd
the claimant to providedentifiers for “person(s) from whom the currency was obtained” and
identifiers for “witnesses . . . to any of the transactions by which the deteadaency was
obtained.” 672. F3d. at 636, 643 n.5. Likewise$p#D5,726.42he court determined that the at
issue special interrogatory was proper under Supplemental Rule G(6), andpéual
interrogatorysought identifiersfor “person(s) from whom the defendassats were obtained” and
“‘witnesses . . . to each and every transaction by which the defendastvessseedbtained.279 F.
Supp. 3d at 1052, 1056

| also direct your attention to a recent civil action for forfeitureedm in the District of
Nevada:United States v. $70,000.00 in U.S. Currendy. 2:19CV-00392JAD-VCF (D. Nev.
2019). Therethe governmeniposed special interrogatories relatedatolaimant’'s relationship,
understandings, and communications with a third party who had come into edgtiitahe subject
currencybefore its seizure by the government. The claimant objected to answesegspecial
interrogatories on the basis ttjajhe hadunequivocally stated an ownership interest in his judicial
claim thereby establishing standingnd,thus, (2) the special interrogatories went beyond the
scope of Supplemental Rule G(6). Following the government’s fiing of amati compel,
United States Magistrate Judge Cam Ferenbach ordesedaimant to respond to those special
interrogatoes. ECF No. 27 (No. 2:18V-00392JAD-VCF). If you wish to review any of the
fiings for $70,000.00they are a matter of public record.

Mr. Porceli provided pasl responssto Interrogadries4 and 51 have already discussed
the government’s viewrphis objection, and the sufficiency of his response, to Interrogatory 5. As
for Interrogatory 4 it asked about Mr. Porcell’'s convictions of “any criminal offense,” however
his response only addressed “any drug related offelnsete that your other client, Claimant Gina
Pennock made the same response to the same inguirythe government’s viewthat is an
incomplete respondeecause kid not address convictions of all criminal offeng&sto the stated
objection—"Fed.R.Bsid. 609(b) (prior convictons more than 10 years old generaly not
admissible) and Fed.R.Civ.P. 26(b)(1) & (2)(CYdi) direct your attention tdJnited States v.
$333,806.9% Proceeds Fromthe Foreclosure of Real Property Located at 26948 Pacific Coast
Highway, Malibu, CANo. CV 052556 DOC (ANXx), 2010 WL 3733932 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 30,
2010), and Federal Rule of Civii Procedure 26(b)(1)$383,806.93the government sought, by
way of a special interrogatory, “information concerning [the claimangisninal history.”
$333,806.932010 WL 3733932, at *2. The court found that that special interrogatory was
permissible under Supplemental Rule G(6) because “[c]riminal higtéogmiation may indeed
prove relevant to determining identityld. In addition, Fedral Rule of Civii Procedure 26(b)(1),
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which applies generally to federal ciliscovery practice provides that (a) “[p]arties may obtain
discovery regarding any nonprivieged matter thatis relevant to any party’'sacldiefiense”; and

(b) “[iinformation within this scope of discovery need not be admissible in evidence to be
discoverable.”

For the reasons outlined above, | request that, upon your receipt of thisyiteontact
me to set up aelephonic meetandconfer to discuss (1) Mr. Porcali objections to the
government’s special interrogatories; (2) whether and the extent to whictiPdvizeli will
continue to assert those objections; and (3) a timeline for any supplemespahses that Mr.
Porcelli wishes to make to the govelmtis speial interrogatoriesl can be contacted directly at
(702) 3886518 orjames.blum@usdoj.govA copy of this letter has been senytm byemail (at
david@michaelburchlaw.comthe email address listefdr you in CM/ECBH. | have also sent a
copy of this éter to Claimants’ local counsel, Ross C. Goodman, by emai (at
ross@rosscgoodman.cprtine email address listed for Mr. Goodman in CM/ECF).

Sincerely,

NICHOLAS A. TRUTANICH
United States Attorney

/sl James A. Blum
JAMES A. BLUM
Assistant United States Attorney
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Exhibit A -2 -- Proof of Emailing

Exhibit A-2 -- Proof of Emailing




Case 3:20-cv-00158-MMD-WGC Document 28-1 Filed 06/26/20 Page 12 of 70

JURP %OXP -DPHV 86%$19

7R GDYLG#PLFKDHOEXUFKODZ FRP

&F URVV#URVVFIJRRGPDQ FRP

6 XEMHFW 5HJDUGLQJ 6SHFLDO ,QWHUURJDWRU\ 5HVSRQWKVSE QI RWHGHUWDIWHR Y &9
00" :*&

'DWH JULGD\ -XQH 30

$WWDFKPHQWYV 86& /[HWWHU SGI

DEX D] Z oU

Wo e e« §S7Z

(713
¢
N
o

(7213
(V514
X

dZ vl C}pUu v Z A vl A v X
*SU

ue X oMU
e¢]e§ v§ hv]s "8 8§+ 335}CEV C
fiii >+« s P }puo A E ~}udzU ~pld iiii
> e s P eU Es 006ili
~0iTe T006r01i0 €D ]ve
~0ile 166rofNido € |E S-
~O0iTe TAIridilT €D} Jo -



© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N RN RN NN N NN R R R R R R R R R
o ~N o O N W N B O © M ~N oo o~ W N R, O

Case 3:20-cv-00158-MMD-WGC Document 28-1 Filed 06/26/20 Page 13 of 70

Exhibit B -- Special Interrogatoriesto Claimant Oak Porcelli

Exhibit B -- Special Interrogatoriesto Claimant Oak Porcelli
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NICHOLAS A. TRUTANICH
United States Attorney

District of Nevada

Nevada Bar Number 13644
JAMES A. BLUM

Assistant United States Attorney
501Las Vegas Boulevardouth, Suite 1100
Las Vegas Nevada89101

(702) 3886336

jamesblum @usdoj.gov
Attorneys forthe United States

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 3:20-CV-158MMD -WGC
Plaintiff, United States of America’s Special
Interrogatories to Oak Porcelli

V.

$1,106,775.00N UNITED STATES
CURRENCY ,

Defendant

Plaintiff United States of America pursuant to Supplemental Rule for Admiralty or
Maritime Claims and Asset Forfeiture Actions (Supp. R.55(6), requests thaClaimant
OAK PORCELLI answer each of the following special interrogatoriesinder oathand in
writing, and provide those answers to signatory counsel f@laintiff within twenty -one days
from service of these special interrogatories.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETION

To the extent thatClaimant does not object ta special interrogatory,Claimant is to
answerthe interrogatory separately and fullyin writing and under oath.Claimant must
state any objection to a special interrogatory with spiicity, and an attorney makingthe
objection on behalf of Gaimant must sign the objection. IfClaimant is making a partial
objection, Claimant must state the reason for the objection and guride a response to the

extent thatClaimant does not deem the special interrogatory objectioniab
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If Claimant cannot answer a special interrogatory in fulClaimant must answer to
the extent possible and specify the reada@)for any inability to answer the remainder. If
Claimant lacks the information necessary to answer a spaldnterrogatory, Claimant must
(1) describe the specific efforts made I8laimant or anyone on Qaimant’s behalf to
ascertain the information and (2) state as detfitively as possible when Glimant anticipateg
obtaining the information and supplementing the incomlete reponse.

In answering the® special interrogatories, @imant must furnish all information
available to daimant as of the date of the verification. Tat includes—and therefore isnot
limited to—information in Claimant’s possession, custody, or control anthformation in
the possessin, custody, or control of Gaimant’s agents, attorneys, employees, expert
witnesses, and other representatives.

Wherever Claimant answers a special interrogatory with reference & document,
Claimant should attach the document as an exhibit to thesponse.

Where appropriate, Gaimant must supplement answers to these special
interrogatories as required~ederal Rule of Civil Procedure (Fed. R. Civ. P.26.

Where used in these special interrogatories, the terms “documentich“documents”
include—and therefore are not limited te—(1) all paper material of any kind, whether
written, typed, printed, recorded, transcribedphotocopied or otherwise prepared (inclding
drafts); (2) papers; (3) books; (4) accounts; (5) drawings; (6)ars; (7) charts; (8)
photographs; (9) phono records; (10) plans; (11) blueprin{42) telexes; (13) telegrams; (1
electronic, videotaped, and mechanical recordings; (15) redorg tapes and wires; (16)
magnetic impulses; (17) mechanical and electronic salirecordings, along with their
transcripts; (18) movies; (19) graphic mattef20) electronic records, including sent, receiv
and drafted emails, online account profiles, social edlia profiles, posts, and comments,
internet forum posts and profiles, chat message logs, documeand drafts found on cloud
storage, text messages, and voicemail recordings, rajowith their transcripts and (21) any
other data compilation from which reagonably usable information can be obtained or

translated.

9%
o
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Where used in these special interrogatories in reference to a documeneg, terms
“identify,” “identification,” and “identity” mean that daimant should state the following:
(1) the documents dateor, if not dated, date of preparation; (2) the document’s author ang
any additional signe(s); (3) the names, addresses, and titles of all intended recipgaf the
document; (4) the document’s subject matter; (5) thegde of the document (as examples
letter, memorandum, telegramor chart); (6) the document’s location; (7) the name and
address of the document’s custodian; (8) the document'&nner of keeping &s examples
file organization, computerization, or cloud storage; and (9) any other meansfodentifying
the document with sufficient particularity to meet theequirements for its inclusion in a
request for production.Further, if Claimant identifies any document that is no longer in thg
claimant’s possessioncustody, or control, the claimantmustdescribe the document’s
disposition and the reason for such disposition.

Where used in these special interrogatories, the tesrfpersori and “people”
include—and thereforeare not limited to—(1) natural persos; (2) corporatiors,
partnerships, other business associatiaor entities and (3) government or governmental
bodies commissiors, boards, departmens, agenges, and other subdivisiors. Here, the use

of the masculine pronoun shall be deemed to include tieminine pronoun and vice versa.

Where used in these special imtrrogatories in reference to a naturgderson the terms

“identify,” “identification,” and “identity” mean that daimant should state the person’s
present or, if unavailableor specifically requestedast- or pastknown (1) full name and
aliag(e9); (2) addresées); (3) phone numbefs), (4) occupationalor official position(s)and
business affiliatiorfs); and (5) business addregss and phone numbe(s).

Where used in these special interrogatories in referertoea person other than a
natural person, the terms “identify” “identification ,” and “identity” mean that Qaimant
should state the following: (1) whether the person isarporation, partnership, or other
organization; (2) the person’®fficial name or, if unknown or specifically requested, last

past, or otherwiseknown name(s); (3) the person’present or, if unknown or specifically

!

D

b
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requested]ast- or pastknown addresges); and (4)the person’s present or, if unknown or
specifically requested, lasor pastknown principal place of business.

Once Caimant has properly identified a person, in later referencesthat person
Claimant may merely state the person’s name.

Where used in these special interrogatories, the terms “you” and éur” refer to

OAK PORCELLI , the addressee of these special interrogatories.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY 1
Identify yourself, including your date of birth, your social security numberand all

aliases thatyou currently use or haveeverused*

INTERROGATORY 2

Provide your residential addreqes) and all temporary or vacation addressesluring
the period of September 2019 throughhe presentand everyperiod of time during which
you claim to have had an ownership or possessory intet@s the defendant property (omany

part of it), with the specific date range$or each addressndicated.?

INTERROGATORY 3

Provide all of your telephone numbers for theeriod of September 2019 throughhe
presentand everyperiod of time during which you claim to have had an owneship or
possessonynterest in the property (orany part of it), including eachhome, cellular, and

businesgelephone numbeithat you used duing everyindicated time period.?

! SeeUnited States v. $333,806.93 in Prod¢ed€V 05-2556 DOC (ANXx), 2010 WL
3733932 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 30, 2010), at *3.

2 SeeUnited States v. Approximately $658,830.00 in U.S. CuNen2yl1-cv-00967 MCE
KJIN PS, 2012 WL 3233642 (E.D. Cal. Aug. 6,2012), at *3

? See$658,830.02012 WL 3233642at *3-4.
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INTERROGATORY 4

State whether you have ever been convicted of any crimal offense and, if so,
provide the following information for each offense(a) the criminal offense for which you
were convicted; (b) the date dhe conviction; (c) the location and jurisdiction of he court in
which the conviction was adjudicated; (d) the sentenémposed upon such conviction; and
(e) whether you are currently on parole or under any otheourt-sanctioned supervision on

account ofa criminal proceeding?

INTERROGATORY 5

Describein detail the nature and extent of your interest(dp the property (or each
part of it), including the amount/value of the property that you clan, whether your claimed
interest(s)applies to all or a @rt of the property(and to which part), whetheryou claim,
believe, or are aware tha&nother person or entity has an interest in the property, and the
specific interest thatyou claim, believe, or are aware thagvery suchperson or entity has in

the property (or each part of it)°

INTERROGATORY 6

Describe in detail how you acquired your interest(s) ithe property, including but

not limited to the following information:

a. The date, time, place, and manmen which the property (or each part of i)
claimed byyou was obtained, including evernname, address (residential and
business)and telephone number (residential, cellular, and busisg)of each
personor entity from whom you obtained the property;

b. A detailed description of the circumstances @very transaction by which you

acquired or obtainedeachinterest in the property,including everyname, address

* See$333,806.92010 WL 3733932, at *2.
®> SeeUnited States $133,420.00 in U.S. Currengy2 F.3d 629636, 64243 (9th Cir. 2012).

5
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(residential and businesspand telephone numbe(residential, cellular, and
businesspf eachwitness tosuchtransaction; and

c. The reasonthat you obtained the property ¢r each part of i).°

INTERROGATORY 7
Describein detail every document evidencing, recording, facilitatig, or otherwise

relating to eachtransaction identified in response to Interrogatory 6.

INTERROGATORY 8

List and identify in detail everybank or financial-institution account into, from, or
through which the property r each part of i) or the value of the propertyhas passed durin
your ownership or possession aof, including the name d the bank or financial institution
that maintained each suclaccount,the number or identifier of each such accoungnd all

transaction dates when the propertypassed througheachsuch account®

INTERROGATORY 9

List and identify in detail the name, address (residealiand business), and telephoi
number (residentia) cellular, and business) of evergerson or entity having knowledge of,
or information pertaining to, your acquistion, possession, or ownership dhe property (or

each part of if.°

INTERROGATORY 10
If you claim that you are the owneror possessoof the property (or anypart of it),

describe in detailthe terms of transfeor acquisition for eachone of your interests

® See$133,420.00672 F.3d at 636, 642 3; United States v. $295,726.42 in Account Funds
279 F. Supp. 3d 1050, 1052, 1054 (C.D. Cal. 2018).

" See$133,420.0672 F.3d at 636, 64243;$295,726.4279 F. Supp. 3d at 1052, 1054,
8 Seeb658,830.02012 WL 3233642at *3, *5.

° Seeb133,420.00672 F.3d at 636, 64243;$295,726.4279 F. Supp. 3d at 1052, 1054.

6
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including eachunderstanding that you had about the source gburpose for,and period of
entitlement tothe property, how you came to have that understandingany date when you
developed that understandingand the name, addres§esidential and businessand

telephone number(residential, cellular, and business)f eachperson or entity whocaused

you to developthat understanding®®

INTERROGATORY 11

If you claim, believe, or are aware that any other persorr entity, including GINA
PENNOCK and 401 PRODUCTIONS, had an ownership or possesory interest in the
property (or any part of it) during the period of Septetrer 2019 through the present or eag
period of time during which you claim to have had an owneship or possessory interest in
the property (or any part of it), explain your relationsip and the property’s relationship to

each such person or entity?

INTERROGATORY 12

List and identify everybusiness entity partnership, or proprietorshipwith which you
were affiliatedand which had a connection to, or knowledge of, the property (or any part g
it), including 401 PRODUCTIONS, during the period of September 2019 througkhe
presentor eachperiod of time during which you claim to have had an owneship or
possessory interesh the property (r any part of it), including the dates of affiliation and

everyposition that you held *?

INTERROGATORY 13
For everybusiness entity, partnership, or proprietorship listeat identified in

Interrogatory 12, provide the nameaddress (residential and businessind telephone

19 See$133,420.0672 F.3d at 636, 64243;$658,830.02012 WL 3233642at *3-4.
' See$658,830.0012 WL 3233642 at *3-5.
12 See$133,420.0%72 F.3d at 636, 64243;$333,806.92010 WL 3733932, at *3.

7
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number (residential, cellular, and busines&r everyperson who can verify your associatio

with the specifiedentity.*?

INTERROGATORY 14

If you claim an ownership or possessory interest in thoperty (or any part of it),
describe in detaileach form (such as cash, personal check, or other mongtarstrument)
that the property or its value has taken during every ped of your ownership or possessio
including the dateand location of each conversio (such as from check to cashjhe input
and output of each conversion (including a changing cbsh denominations), and all

identifiers for each conversior{such as a transaction or receipt numbet}

Dated this 12th day of May 2020

NICHOLAS A. TRUTANICH
United States Attorney

/sl James A. Blum
JAMES A. BLUM
Assistant United States Attorney

13 See$133,420.0%72 F.3d at 636, 64243;$333,806.92010 WL 3733932, at *3.
14 See$133,420.0672 F.3d at 636, 64213;$658,830.02012 WL 3233642at *3-4.

8
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
On May 12, 2020, acopy of the foregoingSpecial Interrogatories to Oak Porcelli

was seved upon counsel of record vighe following methods:

USPS Mail andUSPS Certified Mail

Michael & Burch, LLP

David M. Michael

Edward M. Burch

One Sansome Street, Suite 3500
San Francisco, CA 94101

Goodman Law Group

Ross C Goodman

520 S Fourth Street 2nd Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101

[s/_Heidi Skillin
HEIDI SKILLIN
FSA Contractor Paralegal
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Exhibit B-1 -- Proof of Service forSpecial Interrogatories

Exhibit B-1 -- Proof of Service forSpecial Interrogatories
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8636 7TUDFNLQJ )4V
7UDFN $QRWKHUF3DFNDJH

7JUDENLQJ 1XPEHU SHPRYH
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0D\ DW SP
'"HOLYHUHG )URQW 'HVN 5HFHSWLRQ ODLO 5RRP

6$1 )5$1&,68&2 &$
*HW 8SGDWHYV

7H[W (PDLO 8SGDWHV

7TUDFNLQJ +LVWRU\

SURGXFW ,QIRUPDWLRQ

6HH /HVV

KWWSV WRREGVIXDENEFR@ILUPSFWLRQ"WHHW | X0 OW DD HHWAM
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&DQYIW ILQG ZKDW \RXYfUH ORRNLQ

*R WR RXU )$4V VHPWVRBUNRWMRQEBXU WM FNLQJ TXHVW

)$4V

yoeqpos4

KWWSV WRREGVIXDENEFR@ILUPSFWLRQ"WHHW | X0 OW DD HHWAM
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DAVID M. MICHAEL, (Pro Hac Vice) CSBN 74031
LAW OFFICE OF MICHAEL & BURCH, LLP
One Sansome Street, Suite 3500

San Francisco, CA 94104

Telephone: (415) 946-8996

E-mail: david@michaelburchlaw.com

ROSS C. GOODMAN, NSBN 7722
GOODMAN LAW GROUP

520 S Fourth Street, 2nd Floor

Las Vegas, NV §9101

Telephone: (702) 384-5563

Email: ross@rosscgoodman.com

Attorneys for Claimants Oak Porcelli and Gina Pennock

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF NEVADA
United States of America, Case No. 3:20-cv-00158-MMD-WGC
Plaintiff. Claimant Oak Porcelli’s Response to

The Government’s Rule G(6)
Limited Interrogatories

V.

$1,106,775.00 in U.S. Currency,

Defendant.
/
Oak Porcelli and Gina Pennock,
Claimants.
/

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

1. Claimant has not completed his investigation of the facts, witnesses, or documents
relating to this case, nor has Claimant completed discovery in this action, including the receipt
from plaintiff of documents and records, nor has Claimant completed an analysis of all available
data. Furthermore, Claimant has not completed any preparations for trial. Accordingly, the

responses herein are given without prejudice to Claimant’s right to provide further responses,

which Claimant may subsequently discover, or which Claimant will obtain from plaintiff or may

Claimant Oak Porcelli’s Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00158
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obtain elsewhere or which may be contained in Claimant’s possessions but not determined to be
relevant at this time. Claimant reserves his right to alter, amend, supplement, or otherwise
modify these responses if and when additional information is known or obtained.

2. The responses are given herein without prejudice to Claimant’s right to present
information which may hereafter be discovered during the course of continued discovery and
investigation by Claimant. These responses are made without prejudice to Claimant’s right to
produce any evidence which may have been omitted from this response and only subsequently
discovered because of oversight, inadvertence. and/or good faith error, or a mistake, or which
may have been known to Claimant or in Claimant’s possession, but not considered at the time of
these responses to be relevant to this case.

3. Claimant, Oak Porcelli, objects to all definitions, instructions, and terms, to the
extent that they purport to impose any different or additional obligations beyond those required
by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure or any other special rules that may apply to these
proceedings, including but not limited to Rule G(6)(a) of the Supplemental Rules of Admiralty
or Maritime and Asset Forfeiture Claims.

4 Claimant. Oak Porcelli, objects to each request to the extent that it seeks
information protected by the attorney/client privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, or any
other applicable privilege or immunity.

5. Claimant, Oak Porcelli, objects to each request to the extent it requires a violation
of any individual’s right to privacy and/or the right to be free from unreasonable searches and
seizures under any applicable state, federal, or constitutional provisions or laws, including the
Fourth Amendments to the United States Constitution, and his right to have illegally obtained
evidence suppressed pursuant to Rule G(8)(a) of the Supplemental Rules of Admiralty or
Maritime and Asset Forfeiture Claims.

6. Claimant, Oak Porcelli, objects to each request to extent that it seeks the
disclosure of information exempt from disclosure under any applicable evidentiary, statutory, or

common-law privilege.

Claimant Oak Porcelli’s Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00158
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7. Claimant, Oak Porcelli, objects to each request to the extent that it calls for
information outside of the time period relevant to this action.

Subject to, and without waiving the foregoing general objections and statements,
Claimant, Oak Porcelli, hereby responds to Plaintift’s Special Interrogatories, served pursuant to
Rule G(6)(a) of the Supplemental Rules of Admiralty or Maritime and Asset Forfeiture Claims

(“Rule G(6)") as follows:

INTERROGATORY 1
Identify yourself, including your date of birth, your social security number, and all aliases
that you currently use or have ever used.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. I:
Oak William Porcelli. DOB [ - sS™ I

INTERROGATORY 2

Provide your residential address(es), and all temporary or vacation addresses, during the
period of September 2019 through the present and every period of time during which you claim
to have had an ownership or possessory interest in the defendant property (or any part of it), with
the specific date ranges for each address indicated.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

Objection: This discovery request seeks information outside the scope of discovery
delineated by Fed.R.Civ.P. 26(b)(1) & (2)(C)(i) (“[plarties may obtain discovery ... proportional
to the needs of the case, considering ... the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues ...
and whether the burden or expense of the proposed discovery outweighs its likely benefit ..."),
especially at this early stage of the litigation.

Without waiving said objection/s, the following is provided:

My residential address for that time period is | Il] IR [ Portiand, OR, 97219.

Claimant Oak Porcelli’s Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00158
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INTERROGATORY 3

Provide all of your telephone numbers for the period of September 2019 through the
present and every period of time during which you claim to have had an ownership or possessory
interest in the property (or any part of it), including each home, cellular, and business telephone
number that you used during every indicated time period.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 3:

INTERROGATORY 4

State whether you have ever been convicted of any criminal offense and., if so, provide
the following information for each offense: (a) the criminal offense for which you were
convicted; (b) the date of the conviction; (¢) the location and jurisdiction of the court in which
the conviction was adjudicated; (d) the sentence imposed upon such conviction; and (e) whether
you are currently on parole or under any other court-sanctioned supervision on account of a
criminal proceeding.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 4:

Objection: Fed.R.Evid. 609(b) (prior convictions more than 10 years old generally not
admissible) and Fed.R.Civ.P. 26(b)(1) & (2)(C)(i).

Without waiving said objections/s, the following is provided:

[ have never been convicted of any drug related oftense.

INTERROGATORY 5

Describe in detail the nature and extent of your interest(s) in the property (or each part of
it), including the amount/value of the property that you claim, whether your claimed interest(s)
applies to all or a part of the property (and to which part), whether you claim, believe, or are
aware that another person or entity has an interest in the property, and the specific interest that

you claim, believe, or are aware that every such person or entity has in the property (or each part

Claimant Oak Porcelli’s Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00158
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of it).
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 5:

Objection: To the extent that this interrogatory asks about another person’s or another
claimant’s interest in the property, it is not authorized by Rule G(6) and otherwise exeeds the
scope of a Rule G(6) Interrogatory. See Rule G(6)(a) (**(a) ... Scope. The government may serve
special interrogatories limited to the claimant's identity and relationship to the defendant
property ...”) (emphasis added).

Without waiving said objection/s, the following is provided:

I own all of the Defendant currency seized from the vehicle I rented and had just been
driving, and consequently I had and have a right to possess it and otherwise exercise dominion

and control over it.

INTERROGATORY 6

Describe in detail how you acquired your interest(s) in the property, including but not
limited to the following information:

a. The date, time, place, and manner in which the property (or each part of it)
claimed by you was obtained, including every name, address (residential and business), and
telephone number (residential, cellular, and business) of each person or entity from whom you
obtained the property;

b. A detailed description of the circumstances of every transaction by which you
acquired or obtained each interest in the property, including every name, address (residential and
business), and telephone number (residential, cellular, and business) of each witness to such
transaction; and

o The reason that you obtained the property (or each part of it).

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 6:

Objection: Claimant Porcelli has repeatedly stated under oath that he owns the property

Claimant Oak Porcelli’s Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00158 2
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which the Government admits that it seized from him so he has established Article 111 standing,'
therefore this interrogatory seeks information beyond the permissible scope of Rule G(6). See
US. v. §154,853, 744 F.3d 559, 563-564 (8th Cir. 2014) (“If [Claimant] had already established
standing as to the $4,500, [ ] then special interrogatories were unnecessary to determine his
standing as to that currencyl[,] [t]hus, the [ ] court abused its discretion in striking [his claim] as
to the $4,500 for failure to ardcquately respond to the special interrogatories when no special
interrogatories were necessary to determine standing™); U.S. v. $239,400, 795 F.3d 639, 645 n3
(7th Cir. 2015) (“[Claimant] did assert, under oath and unequivocally, that he owns the defendant
property and that it was in his possession when it was seized. These facts are sufficient for a
claimant to establish standing at summary judgment. Further special interrogatories and
responses were not necessary to determine standing, so the district court would have abused its
discretion if it had granted the motion to strike on this [ ] ground [that claimants failed to comply
with Rule G(6), requiring them to respond to special interrogatories]™). See also Fed.R.Civ.P.
26(b)(1) (“Parties may obtain discovery ... relevant to any party's claim or defense and
proportional to the needs of the case, considering ... the importance of the discovery in resolving
the issues™).
INTERROGATORY 7

Describe in detail every document evidencing, recording, facilitating, or otherwise
relating to each transaction identified in response to Interrogatory 6.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 7:

' See, e.g., U.S. v. $133,420.00, 672 F.3d 629, 640 (9th Cir. 2012) (“assertion of ownership,
combined with [claimant’s] possession of the currency at the time it was seized, would be
enough to establish [claimant’s] standing for purposes of a motion for summary judgment.”
(citing U.S. v. $148,840.00, 521 F.3d 1268, 1277 (10th Cir. 2008). See also, e.g., $148,840.00,
521 F.3d at 1275, 1277 (“[i]n cases in which a person has asserted an ownership interest, our
sister courts have not required the claimant to present the type of explanatory evidence urged by
the government to establish his or her standing ... “even at a later stage in the proceedings such
as a summary judgment or trial” ... [an] assertion of ownership [ ] and because the currency was
indisputably seized from a vehicle that [claimant] was driving, we hold that [claimant] has
established constitutional standing at this [summary judgment| stage of the litigation™).

Claimant Oak Porcelli’s Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00158
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Objection: See objection to Interrogatory No. 6. This discovery request seeks
information beyond the scope of Rule G(6). Rule G(6) interrogatories are expressly “limited to
the claimant’s identity and relationship to the defendant property™ identified above, only allow
the government “to gather information that bears on the claimant's [Article 111] standing™. This
interrogatory seeks information irrelevant to, and far beyond that which bears on, Claimant’s

Article III standing and it is objected to on that basis.

INTERROGATORY 8

List and identify in detail every bank or financial-institution account into, from, or
through which the property (or each part of it) or the value of the property has passed during
your ownership or possession of it, including the name of the bank or financial institution that
maintained each such account, the number or identifier of each such account, and all transaction
dates when the property passed through each such account.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 8:

Objection: See objection to Interrogatory No. 6. This discovery request seeks
information beyond the scope of Rule G(6). Rule G(6) interrogatories are expressly “limited to
the claimant’s identity and relationship to the defendant property™ identified above, only allow
the government “'to gather information that bears on the claimant's [Article 111] standing™. This
interrogatory seeks information irrelevant to, and far beyond that which bears on, Claimant’s

Article 1T standing and it is objected to on that basis.

INTERROGATORY 9

List and identify in detail the name, address (residential and business), and telephone
number (residential, cellular, and business) of every person or entity having knowledge of, or
information pertaining to, your acquisition, possession, or ownership of the property (or each
part of it).

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 9:

Claimant Oak Porcelli’s Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00158
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Objection: This interrogatory asks about other people’s knowledge the property. so it is
not authorized by Rule G(6) and otherwise exceeds the scope of a Rule G(6) Interrogatory. See
Rule G(6)(a) (“(a) ... Scope. The government may serve special interrogatories limited to the
claimant's identity and relationship to the defendant property ...”") (emphasis added).

Objection: See objection to Interrogatory No. 6. This discovery request seeks
information beyond the scope of Rule G(6). Rule G(6) interrogatories are expressly “limited to
the claimant’s identity and relationship to the defendant property™ identified above, only allow
the government “to gather information that bears on the claimant's [Article 111] standing”. This
interrogatory secks information irrelevant to, and far beyond that which bears on, Claimant’s

Article IIT standing and it is objected to on that basis.

INTERROGATORY 10

If you claim that you are the owner or possessor of the property (or any part of it),
describe in detail the terms of transfer and acquisition for each one of your interests, including
each understanding that you had about the source of, purpose for, and period of entitlement to the
property, how you came to have that understanding, any date when you developed that
understanding, and the name, address (residential and business), and telephone number
(residential, cellular, and business) of each person or entity who caused you to develop that
understanding.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 10:

Objection: See objection to Interrogatory No. 6. This discovery request seeks
information beyond the scope of Rule G(6). Rule G(6) interrogatories are expressly “limited to
the claimant’s identity and relationship to the defendant property™ identified above, only allow
the government “'to gather information that bears on the claimant's [Article 111] standing™. This
interrogatory seeks information irrelevant to, and far beyond that which bears on, Claimant’s

Article 111 standing and it is objected to on that basis.

Claimant Oak Porcelli’s Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00158
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INTERROGATORY 11

[f vou claim, believe, or are aware that any other person or entity, including GINA
PENNOCK and 401 PRODUCTIONS, had an ownership or possessory interest in the property
(or any part of it) during the period of September 2019 through the present or each period of time
during which you claim to have had an ownership or possessory interest in the property (or any
part of it), explain your relationship and the property’s relationship to each such person or entity.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 11:

Objection: This interrogatory asks about other people’s interest in the property, so it is
not authorized by Rule G(6) and otherwise exceeds the scope of a Rule G(6) Interrogatory. See
Rule G(6)(a) (“(a) ... Scope. The government may serve special interrogatories limited to the

claimant's identity and relationship to the defendant property ...”") (emphasis added).

Objection: See objection to Interrogatory No. 6. This discovery request seeks
information beyond the scope of Rule G(6). Rule G(6) interrogatories are expressly “limited to
the claimant’s identity and relationship to the defendant property” identified above, only allow
the government “to gather information that bears on the claimant's [Article I11] standing™. This
interrogatory seeks information irrelevant to, and far beyond that which bears on. Claimant’s

Article III standing and it is objected to on that basis.

INTERROGATORY 12

List and identify every business entity, partnership, or proprietorship with which you
were affiliated and which you claim, believe, or are aware had a connection to, or knowledge of,
the property (or any part of it) during the period of September 2019 through the present or each
period of time during which you claim to have had an ownership or possessory interest in the
property (or any part of it), including the dates of affiliation and every position that you held.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 12:

Objection: See objection to Interrogatory No. 6. This discovery request seeks

information beyond the scope of Rule G(6). Rule G(6) interrogatories are expressly “limited to

Claimant Oak Porcelli’s Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00158 9
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the claimant’s identity and relationship to the defendant property™ identified above, only allow
the government “to gather information that bears on the claimant's [Article I11] standing™. This
interrogatory seeks information irrelevant to, and far beyond that which bears on, Claimant’s

Article Il standing and it is objected to on that basis.

INTERROGATORY 13

For every business entity, partnership, or proprietorship listed or identified in
Interrogatory 12, provide the name, address (residential and business), and telephone number
(residential, cellular, and business) for every person who can verify your association with the
specified entity.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 13:

Objection: This interrogatory asks about other people, so it is not authorized by Rule
G(6) and otherwise exceeds the scope of a Rule G(6) Interrogatory. See Rule G(6)(a) (“(a) ...
Scope. The government may serve special interrogatories limited to the claimant's identity and

relationship to the defendant property ...”) (emphasis added).

Objection: See objection to Interrogatory No. 6. This discovery request seeks
information beyond the scope of Rule G(6). Rule G(6) interrogatories are expressly “limited to
the claimant’s identity and relationship to the defendant property™ identified above, only allow
the government “to gather information that bears on the claimant's [Article I11] standing™. This
interrogatory seeks information irrelevant to, and far beyond that which bears on, Claimant’s

Article 111 standing and it is objected to on that basis.

INTERROGATORY 14

If you claim an ownership or possessory interest in the property (or any part of it),
describe in detail each form (such as cash, personal check, or other monetary instrument) that the
property or its value has taken during every period of your ownership or possession, including

the date and location of each conversion (such as from check to cash), the input and output of

Claimant Oak Porcelli’s Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00158 10
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each conversion (including a changing of cash denominations). and all identifiers for each
conversion (such as a transaction or receipt number).
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 14:

Objection: See objection to Interrogatory No. 6. This discovery request seeks
information beyond the scope of Rule G(6). Rule G(6) interrogatories are expressly “limited to
the claimant’s identity and relationship to the defendant property™ identified above, only allow
the government ““to gather information that bears on the claimant's [Article I11] standing™. This
interrogatory seeks information irrelevant to. and far beyond that which bears on, Claimant’s

Article III standing and it is objected to on that basis.

Reﬁpeetfqlly submitted,

/———H—_—'\
e -
o

Dated: 4 June 2020 % <
@av?ﬂ M-Michael
" DAVID M. MICHAFL
EDWARD-M.BURCH
LAW OFFICE OF MICHAEL & BURCH, LLP
One Sansome Street, Suite 3500
San Francisco, CA 94104
(415) 946-8996

david@michaelburchlaw.com

s/Ross C. Goodman

ROSS € GOODMAN
GOODMAN LAW GROUP
520 S Fourth Street, 2nd Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101

(702) 384-5563

Email: ross@rosscgoodman.com

Attorneys for Claimants Oak Porcelli and Gina
Pennock

Claimant Oak Porcelli’s Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00158
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VERIFICATION
The undersigned declares under penalty of perjury that she is a claimant in the above-
entitled matter, that she has rcad the forcgoing Claimant Qak Poreclli’s Response to The
Government’s Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories, that she knows the contents thercof. and
that the same is true of his own knowledge. except as to those matters answered on information

and belief and. as to those matters. she believes them to be true. Executed at Buffalo. New York.

Dated: June 4. 2020

P ‘) 7
YA
[ M/

Oak Pefcelli

Claimant Oak Porcelli’s Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories
Case No. 3:20-¢cv-00158
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on 5 June 2020, I served the foregoing upon the following by U.S.

First Class mail:

JAMES A. BLUM

Assistant United States Attorney

U.S. Attorney’s Office

501 Las Vegas Boulevard South, Suite 1100

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

(702) 388-6336 SR s

< ’ o )
,s‘//D,m?'ia’ J_’\/J_‘.Mrfc“h(wi/ ™
DAVID M.MICHAE

Attorneys for Claimants Oak Porcell;
and Gina Pennock

Claimant Oak Porcelli’s Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00158 13
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Exhibit D -- Gina PennocKs Responses t&@pecial Interrogatories

Exhibit D -- Gina PennocKs Responses t&pecial Interrogatories
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DAVID M. MICHAEL, (Pro Hac Vice) CSBN 74031
LAW OFFICE OF MICHAEL & BURCH, LLP
One Sansome Street, Suite 3500

San Francisco, CA 94104

Telephone: (415) 946-8996

E-mail: david@michaelburchlaw.com

ROSS C. GOODMAN, NSBN 7722
GOODMAN LAW GROUP

520 S Fourth Street, 2nd Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Telephone: (702) 384-5563

Email: ross@rosscgoodman.com

Attorneys for Claimants Oak Porcelli and Gina Pennock

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF NEVADA
United States of America, Case No. 3:20-cv-00158-MMD-WGC
Plaintiff. Claimant Gina Pennock’s Response

V.

$1.106,775.00 in U.S. Currency,

to The Government’s Rule G(6)

Limited Interrogatories

Defendant.
/
Oak Porcelli and Gina Pennock,
Claimants.
/
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT
1. Claimant has not completed her investigation of the facts, witnesses, or

documents relating to this case, nor has Claimant completed discovery in this action, including

the receipt from plaintiff of documents and records, nor has Claimant completed an analysis of

all available data. Furthermore, Claimant has not completed any preparations for trial.

Accordingly, the responses herein are given without prejudice to Claimant’s right to provide

further responses, which Claimant may subsequently discover, or which Claimant will obtain

Claimant Gina Pennock’s Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories

Case No. 3:20-cv-00158
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from plaintiff or may obtain elsewhere or which may be contained in Claimant’s possessions but
not determined to be relevant at this time. Claimant reserves her right to alter, amend,
supplement, or otherwise modify these responses if and when additional information is known or
obtained.

2 The responses are given herein without prejudice to Claimant’s right to present
information which may hereafter be discovered during the course of continued discovery and
investigation by Claimant. These responses are made without prejudice to Claimant’s right to
produce any evidence which may have been omitted from this response and only subsequently
discovered because of oversight, inadvertence, and/or good faith error, or a mistake, or which
may have been known to Claimant or in Claimant’s possession, but not considered at the time of
these responses to be relevant to this case.

3 Claimant, Gina Pennock, objects to all definitions, instructions, and terms, to the
extent that they purport to impose any different or additional obligations beyond those required
by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure or any other special rules that may apply to these
proceedings, including but not limited to Rule G(6)(a) of the Supplemental Rules of Admiralty
or Maritime and Asset Forfeiture Claims.

4. Claimant, Gina Pennock, objects to each request to the extent that it seeks
information protected by the attorney/client privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, or any
other applicable privilege or immunity.

5. Claimant, Gina Pennock, objects to each request to the extent it requires a
violation of any individual’s right to privacy and/or the right to be free from unreasonable
searches and seizures under any applicable state, federal, or constitutional provisions or laws,
including the Fourth Amendments to the United States Constitution, and her right to have
illegally obtained evidence suppressed pursuant to Rule G(8)(a) of the Supplemental Rules of
Admiralty or Maritime and Asset Forfeiture Claims.

6. Claimant, Gina Pennock, objects to each request to extent that it seeks the

disclosure of information exempt from disclosure under any applicable evidentiary, statutory, or

Claimant Gina Pennock’s Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00158
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Exhibit D-1 -- Special Interrogatoriesto Claimant Gina Pennock

Exhibit D-1 -- Special Interrogatoriesto Claimant Gina Pennock
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NICHOLAS A. TRUTANICH
United States Attorney

District of Nevada

Nevada Bar Number 13644
JAMES A. BLUM

Assistant United States Attorney
501Las Vegas Boulevardouth, Suite 1100
Las Vegas Nevada89101

(702) 3886336

jamesblum @usdoj.gov
Attorneys forthe United States

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 3:20-CV-158MMD -WGC
Plaintiff, United States of America’s Special
Interrogatories to Gina Pennock

V.

$1,106,775.00N UNITED STATES
CURRENCY ,

Defendant

Plaintiff United States of America pursuant to Supplemental Rule for Admiralty or
Maritime Claims and Asset Forfeiture Actions (Supp. R.55(6), requests thaClaimant
GINA PENNOCK answer each of the following special interrogatoriesinder oathand in
writing, and provide those answers to signatory counsel f@laintiff within twenty -one days
from service of these special interrogatories.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETION

To the extent thatClaimant does not object ta special interrogatory,Claimant is to
answerthe interrogatory separately and fullyin writing and under oath.Claimant must
state any objection to a special interrogatory with spiicity, and an attorney making the
objection on behalf of Gaimant must sign the objection. IfClaimant is making a partial
objection, Claimant must state the reason for the objection and guride a response to the

extent thatClaimant does not deem the special interrogatory objecnable.
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If Claimant cannot answer a special interrogatory in fulClaimant must answer to
the extent possible and specify the reada@)for any inability to answer the remainder. If
Claimant lacks the information necessary to answer a spadnterrogatory, Claimant must
(1) describe the specific efforts made I8laimant or anyone on Gaimant’s behalf to
ascertain the information and (2) state as detfitively as possible when Glimant anticipateg
obtaining the information and supplementing the incomlgte response.

In answering the® special interrogatories, @imant must furnish all information
available to daimant as of the date of the verification. Tat includes—and therefore isnot
limited to—information in Claimant’s possession, custody, or coragl and information in
the possessin, custody, or control of Gaimant’s agents, attorneys, employees, expert
witnesses, and other representatives.

Wherever Claimant answers a special interrogatory with reference & document,
Claimant should attach the document as an exhibit to thesponse.

Where appropriate, Gaimant must supplement answers to these special
interrogatories as required~ederal Rule of Civil Procedure (Fed. R. Civ. P.26.

Where used in these special interrogatories, the terms “documentich“*documents”
include—and therefore are not limited te—(1) all paper material of any kind, whether
written, typed, printed, recorded, transcribedphotocopied or otherwise prepared (inclding
drafts); (2) papers; (3) books; (4) accounts; (5) drawings; (6)drs; (7) charts; (8)
photographs; (9) phono records; (10) plans; (11) blueprin{42) telexes; (13) telegrams; (1
electronic, videotaped, and mechanical recordings; (15) redorg tapes and wires; (16)
magnetic impulses; (17) mechanical and electronic salirecordings, along with their
transcripts; (18) movies; (19) graphic mattef20) electronic records, including sent, receiv
and drafted emails, online account profiles, social edia profiles, posts, and comments,
internet forum posts and profiles, chat message logs, documeand drafts found on cloud
storage, text messages, and voicemail recordings, rajowith their transcripts and (21) any
other data compilation from which regonably usable information can be obtained or

translated.

9%
o
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Where used in these special interrogatories in reference to a documeneg, terms
“identify,” “identification,” and “identity” mean that daimant should state the following:
(1) the documents dateor, if not dated, date of preparation; (2) the document’s author ang
any additional signe(s); (3) the names, addresses, and titles of all intended recipgaf the
document; (4) the document’s subject matter; (5) thegde of the document (as examples
letter, memorandum, telegramor chart); (6) the document’s location; (7) the name and
address of the document’s custodian; (8) the document'&nner of keeping &s examples
file organization, computerization, or cloud storage; and (9) any other meansfodentifying
the document with sufficient particularity to meet theequirements for its inclusion in a
request for production.Further, if Claimant identifies any document that is no longer in thg
claimant’s possessioncustody, or control, the claimantmustdescribe the document’s
disposition and the reason for such disposition.

Where used in these special interrogatories, the tesrfpersori and “people”
include—and thereforeare not limited to—(1) natural persos; (2) corporatiors,
partnerships, other business associatiaor entities and (3) government or governmental
bodies commissiors, boards, departmens, agenges, and other subdivisiors. Here, the use

of the masculine pronoun shall be deemed to include tieminine pronoun and vice versa.

Where used in these special imtrrogatories in reference to a naturgderson the terms

“identify,” “identification,” and “identity” mean that daimant should state the person’s
present or, if unavailableor specifically requestedast- or pastknown (1) full name and
aliag(e9); (2) addresées); (3) phone numbefs), (4) occupationalor official position(s)and
business affiliatiorfs); and (5) business addregss and phone numbe(s).

Where used in these special interrogatories in referertoea person other than a
natural person, the terms “identify” “identification ,” and “identity” mean that Qaimant
should state the following: (1) whether the person isarporation, partnership, or other
organization; (2) the person’®fficial name or, if unknown or specifically requested, last

past, or otherwiseknown name(s); (3) the person’present or, if unknown or specifically

!

D

b
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requested]ast- or pastknown addresges); and (4)the person’s present or, if unknown or
specifically requested, lasor pastknown principal place of business.

Once Caimant has properly identified a person, in later referencesthat person
Claimant may merely state the person’s name.

Where used in these special interrogatories, the terms “you” and éur” refer to

GINA PENNOCK , the addressee of these special interrogatories.

SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY 1
Identify yourself, including your date of birth, your social security numberand all

aliases thatyou currently use or haveeverused*

INTERROGATORY 2

Provide your residential addreqes) and all temporary or vacation addressesluring
the period of September 2019 throughhe presentand everyperiod of time during which
you claim to have had an ownership or possessory intet@s the defendant property (omany

part of it), with the specific date range$or each addressndicated.?

INTERROGATORY 3

Provide all of your telephone numbers for theeriod of September 2019 throughhe
presentand everyperiod of time during which you claim to have had an owneship or
possessonynterest in the property (orany part of it), including eachhome, cellular, and

businesgelephone numbetthat you used duing everyindicated time period.?

! SeeUnited States v. $333,806.93 in Prod¢ed€V 05-2556 DOC (ANXx), 2010 WL
3733932 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 30, 2010), at *3.

2 SeeUnitedStates v. Approximately $658,830.00 in U.S. Cyiken@:11-cv-00967 MCE
KIN PS, 2012 WL 3233642 (E.D. Cal. Aug. 6,2012), at *3

? See$658,830.02012 WL 3233642at *3-4.
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INTERROGATORY 4

State whether you have ever been convicted of any crimal offense and, if so,
provide the following information for each offense(a) the criminal offense for which you
were convicted; (b) the date dhe conviction; (c) the location and jurisdiction of he court in
which the conviction was adjudicated; (d) the sentenémposed upon such conviction; and
(e) whether you are currently on parole or under any otheourt-sanctioned supervision on

account ofa criminal proceeding?

INTERROGATORY 5

Describein detail the nature and extent of your interest(dp the property (or each
part of it), including the amount/value of the property that you clan, whether your claimed
interest(s)applies to all or apart of the property(and to which part), whetheryou claim,
believe, or are aware tha&nother person or entity has an interest in the property, and the
specific interest thatyou claim, believe, or are aware thagvery suchperson or entity has in

the property (or each part of it)°

INTERROGATORY 6

Describe in detail how you acquired your interest(s) ithe property, including but

not limited to the following information:

a. The date, time, place, and manmen which the property (or each part of i)
claimed byyou was obtained, including evernname, address (residential and
business)and telephone number (residential, cellular, and busisg)of each
personor entity from whom you obtained the property;

b. A detailed description of the circumstances @very transaction by which you

acquired or obtainedeachinterest in the property,including everyname, address

* See$333,806.92010 WL 3733932, at *2.
®> SeeUnited States $133,420.00 in U.S. Currengy2 F.3d 629636, 64243 (9th Cir. 2012).

5
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(residential and businesspand telephone numbe(residential, cellular, and
businesspf eachwitness tosuchtransaction; and

c. The reasonthat you obtained the property ¢r each part of i).°

INTERROGATORY 7
Describein detail every document evidencing, recording, facilitatig, or otherwise

relating to eachtransaction identified in response to Interrogatory 6.

INTERROGATORY 8

List and identify in detail everybank or financial-institution account into, from, or
through which the property r each part of i) or the value of the propertyhas passed durin
your ownership or possession aof, including the name d the bank or financial institution
that maintained each suclaccount,the number or identifier of each such accoungnd all

transaction dates when the propertypassed througheachsuch account®

INTERROGATORY 9

List and identify in detail the name, address (residealiand business), and telephoi
number (residentia) cellular, and business) of evergerson or entity having knowledge of,
or information pertaining to, your acquistion, possession, or ownership dhe property (or

each part of if.°

INTERROGATORY 10
If you claim that you are the owneror possessoof the property (or anypart of it),

describe in detailthe terms of transfeand acquisitionfor eachone of your interests

® See$133,420.00672 F.3d at 636, 642 3; United States v. $295,726.42 in Account Funds
279 F. Supp. 3d 1050, 1052, 1054 (C.D. Cal. 2018).

" See$133,420.0672 F.3d at 636, 64243;$295,726.4279 F. Supp. 3d at 1052, 1054,
8 Seeb658,830.02012 WL 3233642at *3, *5.

° Seeb133,420.00672 F.3d at 636, 64243;$295,726.4279 F. Supp. 3d at 1052, 1054.

6
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including eachunderstanding that you had about the source gburpose for,and period of
entitlement tothe property, how you came to have that understandingany date when you
developed that understandingand the name, addres&esidential and businessand

telephone number(residential, cellular, and business)f eachperson or entity whocaused

you to developthat understanding®®

INTERROGATORY 11

If you claim, believe, or are awarethat any other person or entity, includingDAK
PORCELLI and 401 PRODUCTIONS, had an ownership or possessory interest in the
property (or any part of it) during the period of September 2@ through the presentor each
period of time during which you claim to have had an owneship or possessory intexst in
the property (or any part of it) explain your relationship and the property’s relatieship to

eachsuchperson or entity!*

INTERROGATORY 12

List and identify everybusiness entity partnership, or proprietorshipwith which you
were affiliatedand which you claim, believe, or are awarénad a connection to, or
knowledge of, the property (or any part of itfluring the period of September 2019 through
the presentor eachperiod of time during which you claim to have had an owarship or
possessory interest in the propertyl any part of it), including the dates of affiliation and

everyposition that you held *?

INTERROGATORY 13
For everybusiness entity, partnership, oproprietorship listedor identified in

Interrogatory 12, provide the nameaddress (residential and businessihd telephone

19 See$133,420.0672 F.3d at 636, 64243;$658,830.0012 WL 3233642 at *3-4.
' See$658,830.0012 WL 3233642 at *3-5.
12 See$133,420.0%72 F.3d at 636, 64243;$333,806.92010 WL 3733932, at *3.

7
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number (residential, cellular, and busines&r everyperson who can verify your associatio

with the specifiedentity.*?

INTERRO GATORY 14

If you claim an ownership or possessory interest in the prop (or any part of it),
describe in detaileach form (such as cash, personal check, or other mongtarstrument)
that the property or its value has taken during every ped of your ownership or possessio
including the dateand location of each conversiorisuch as from check to cashjhe input
and output of each conversion (including a changing cbsh denominations), and all

identifiers for each conversior{such as a transaction or receipt numbet}

Dated this 12th day of May 2020

NICHOLAS A. TRUTANICH
United States Attorney

[s] James A. Blum
JAMES A. BLUM
Assistant United States Attorney

13 See$133,420.0%72 F.3d at 636, 64243;$333,806.92010 WL 3733932, at *3.
14 See$133,420.0672 F.3d at 636, 64213;$658,830.02012 WL 3233642at *3-4.

8
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
On May 12, 2020, acopy of the foregoingSpecial Interrogatories to Gina Pennock

was seved upon counsel of record vighe following methods:

USPS Mail andUSPS Certified Mail

Michael & Burch, LLP

David M. Michael

Edward M. Burch

One Sansome Street, Suite 3500
SanFrancisco, CA 94101

Goodman Law Group

Ross C Goodman

520 S Fourth Street 2nd Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101

[s/_Heidi Skillin
HEIDI SKILLIN
FSA Contractor Paralegal




