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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
DISTRICT OF NEVADA  

 
 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA , 
 
 Plaintiff,  
 
 v. 
 
$1,106,775.00 IN UNITED STATES 
CURRENCY ,  
 
 Defendant. 

3:20-CV-158-MMD -WGC  
 
United States of America’s Motion to 
Compel Responses to Special 
Interrogatories 
 

Motion to Compel Responses to Special Interrogatories 

 Plaintiff United States of America requests that this Court order Claimant Oak 

Porcelli to provide full and complete responses to Plaintiff’s Special Interrogatories. 

Plaintiff makes this Motion to Compel Responses to Special Interrogatories (“Motion”) 

pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (Fed. R. Civ. P.) 7(b) and 37(a), Local Rule 

LR 26-6, and United States v. $133,420.00 in United States Currency, 672 F.3d 629 (9th Cir. 

2012).  

 The grounds for this motion are that (a) Claimant filed a Judicial Claim and Answer 

in this civil action for forfeiture in rem; (b) Plaintiff issued special interrogatories to 

Claimant; (c) Claimant has raised disallowed objections—and therefore failed to respond—

to numerous of those special interrogatories, contrary to his obligations under Fed. R. Civ. 

P. 26(b)(1) and 37(a)(4) and Supplemental Rule for Admiralty or Maritime Claims and 

Asset Forfeiture Actions (Supp. R.) G(6)(a); (d) counsel for Plaintiff has attempted without 
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success to obtain responses to the discovery; and, therefore, (e) an order compelling full and 

complete responses to those special interrogatories is proper.  

 As required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 37(a)(1) and Local Rules IA 1-3(f) and LR 26-6(c), 

counsel for Plaintiff declares that he has conferred with opposing counsel (David Michael 

and Edward Burch) in an effort to obtain the sought discovery without this Court’s action. 

Despite good-faith efforts, the parties have been unable to fully resolve this discovery 

dispute without Court action. In accordance with Local Rule LR 26-6(c), a declaration of 

Assistant United States Attorney James A. Blum, which provides further details describing 

such efforts, is attached as Exhibit A. In accordance with Local Rule 26-6(b), the full text of 

the discovery sought and the responses to it have been filed and served with this Motion as 

Exhibits B and C, respectively. 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 United States Attorney 
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Memorandum of Points and Authorities  

I.  Introduction  

In this civil action for forfeiture in rem, Plaintiff issued fourteen special 

interrogatories to Claimant to clarify the nature and extent of his relationship to Defendant 

$1,106,775 in United States Currency (property). The special interrogatories were 

modeled—in language and substance—after special interrogatories that have been 

approved by federal courts in the Ninth Circuit, in published and unpublished decisions, as 

appropriate under Supp. R. G(6). Claimant raised objections, and provided substantive 

nonresponses, to most of the special interrogatories. Claimant’s objections have been 

rejected by Ninth Circuit courts as inadequate responses to special interrogatories 

paralleling those issued by Plaintiff in this case. Because Plaintiff’s special interrogatories 

address appropriate subject matter under Supp. R. G(6), and because Claimant has raised 

disallowed objections to those special interrogatories, this Court should compel Claimant 

to provide full and complete responses to Interrogatories 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14.  

II.  Statement of the Case 

A. Procedural History 

On March 10, 2020, Plaintiff filed a Verified Complaint for forfeiture in rem of the 

property. Compl., ECF No. 1. The Verified Complaint detailed the circumstances of the 

property’s seizure. Law enforcement discovered the property during a probable-cause 

search of a vehicle being driven by Claimant. ECF No. 1, 3:21-24; 5:10; 6:1-13. The 

property, which was found in three separate caches, was predominately composed of $20 

bills (35,358 total $20 bills), was primarily found sealed inside of food-preservation bags, 

and triggered positive alerts by a reliable drugs-detection canine. ECF No. 1, 6:1-7; 6:11-13; 

9:6-11; 9:13 to 10:6. During the traffic stop, Claimant told law enforcement that the two 

larger caches of currency—later determined to total $1,104,800 of the $1,106,775—

belonged to his employer, 401 Productions. ECF No. 1, 8:10 to 9:5. Also at that time, 

Claimant was either unaware of, or unwilling to share, the value of the property. ECF No. 

1, 5:11-17. 
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On March 13, 2020, this Court ordered that a summons and warrant be issued for 

the property, which the Clerk of Court issued the same day. Order Sum. & War., ECF No. 

4; Sum. & War., ECF No. 5. The United States Marshalls Service 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 asserted an 

“ownership and possessory interest” in the property. Porcelli Claim, ECF No. 12. Also on 

April 30, 2020, Claimant filed a Motion to Suppress. Mot. Supp., ECF No. 14. On May 

12, 2020, Plaintiff filed a Motion to Stay Claimant’s Motion to Suppress (Motion to Stay 

Suppression) and a Motion to Extend Time for Plaintiff’s substantive response to the 

Motion to Suppress. Mot. Stay Supp., ECF No. 17; Mot. Extend Resp. to Mot. Supp., 

ECF No. 18. Also on May 12, 2020, Plaintiff served Claimant with a set of fourteen special 

interrogatories. Exhibit B. This Court granted Plaintiff’s Motion to Extend Time, 

continuing the deadline for Plaintiff’s substantive response to the Motion to Suppress until 

the Court had ruled on Plaintiff’s Motion to Stay Suppression and until such time as the 

Court determined such a response would be warranted. Order Mot. Extend Resp. to Mot. 

Supp., ECF No. 19. Claimant opposed Plaintiff’s Motion to Stay Suppression, Plaintiff 

replied to the opposition, and the resolution of the Motion to Stay Suppression is pending 

before this Court. Opp. Mot. Stay Supp., ECF No. 21; Reply Mot. Stay Supp., ECF No. 

24. On May 21, 2020, Claimant filed his Answer. Answer, ECF No. 20.  

On or around June 5, 2020, Claimant served Plaintiff with his responses to 

Plaintiff’s special interrogatories. Exhibits A and C. On June 12, 2020, Plaintiff sent a letter 

to Claimant’s counsel requesting a meet-and-confer to try to address Claimant’s objections 

to Plaintiff’s special interrogatories. Exhibit A-1. On June 19, 2020, counsel engaged in a 

telephonic meet-and-confer but were unable to resolve their discovery dispute. Exhibit A.  

B. The Special Interrogatories, Objections, and Responses 

Claimant objected to Interrogatories 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14. Exhibit 

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

Claimant provided no substantive responses: 

�� Interrogatory 6 asked about the circumstances of Claimant’s acquisition of the 

property; 

�� Interrogatory 7 asked Claimant to identify documentation evidencing his interest 

in the property; 

�� Interrogatory 8 asked about financial institutions and accounts through which the 

property had passed during Claimant’s ownership or possession of the property; 

�� Interrogatory 9 asked about other persons or entities with information about 

Claimant’s interest in the property; 

�� Interrogatory 10 asked about Claimant’s knowledge about, and understandings 

with respect to, his acquisition and possession and any transfer of the property; 

�� Interrogatory 11 asked about Claimant’s knowledge of other persons or entities 

having an interest in the property; 

�� Interrogatory 12 asked Claimant to identify other persons or entities with a 

connection to the property; 

�� Interrogatory 13 asked for identifying information for the persons or entities from 

Interrogatory 12; and 

�� Interrogatory 14 asked about the forms that the property had taken during 

Claimant’s ownership or possession of the property. 

To summarize the Interrogatories to which Claimant provided partial responses: 

�� Interrogatory 4 asked about Claimant’s criminal convictions, if any; and 

�� Interrogatory 5 asked about the nature, extent, and details of Claimant’s interest 

in the property. 

See Exhibits B and C. Claimant would later, through an email representation by one of his 

attorneys, informally supplement his response to Interrogatory 4. See Exhibit A.  

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

incorporated as an objection to Interrogatories 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14: “Objection: 
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Claimant Porcelli has repeatedly stated under oath that he owns the property which the 

Government admits that it seized from him so he has established Article III standing, 

therefore this interrogatory seeks information beyond the permissible scope of Rule G(6).” 

Exhibit C (emphasis, footnote, and citations omitted). Where incorporated as an objection 

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

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 III] 
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. 

Exhibit C. 

Claimant made the following objection (second objection) to Interrogatories 9, 11, 

and 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.” (emphasis and 

citation omitted). Exhibit C. Claimant made a similar objection to Interrogatory 5, using 

slightly different language. See Exhibit C.  

III.  Argument 

A. Legal Background 

i. Supp. R. G(6) 

Supp. R. G(6)(a) provides, in relevant part: “The government may serve special 

interrogatories limited to the claimant’s identity and relationship to the defendant property 

without the court’s leave at any time after the claim is filed and before discovery is closed.” 

Special interrogatories allow the government to screen for unmeritorious claims and test a 

claimant’s standing. See, e.g., Supp. R. G, Advisory Committee Note, Subdivision (6) 

(explaining that Supplemental Rule G(6) “permit[s] the government to . . . gather 

information that bears on the claimant’s standing”); United States v. $284,950.00 in U.S. 

Currency, 933 F.3d 971, 973 (8th Cir. 2019) (citing $133,420.00 and stating that, “[u]nlike in 

a typical civil proceeding, the government may commence limited discovery immediately 

after a verified claim is filed,” and, then, noting that special interrogatories “operate as a 
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mechanism to address unsubstantiated claims and may be used to test the claimant’s 

relationship to the property” (alteration in original) (internal quotation marks omitted)); 

United States v. $209,815 in U.S. Currency, No. C 14-0780 SC, 2015 WL 1927431 (N.D. Cal. 

Apr. 28, 2015), at *1 (“Special interrogatories are intended to aid the Government in 

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

Law in the United States § 8-2 (2d ed. 2013) (providing that through special interrogatories 

“[t]he Government may . . . broadly [] inquire into any matter necessary to test the veracity 

of [the claimant’s] claim of ownership”) (internal quotations omitted) (third alteration in 

original). Supp. R. G(8)(c)(i) allows the government to file a motion to strike a claim or 

answer “any time before trial” for the claimant “failing to comply with” Supp. R. G(5) or 

(6) or “because the claimant lacks standing.”  

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

In $133,420.00, the government issued a special interrogatory asking the claimant to 

state “the extent and describe with particularity the nature of [his] interest in the defendant 

currency, and identify how [he] acquired that interest.” 672 F.3d at 636. The special 

interrogatory further requested that the claimant specify the “date(s), time, place and 

manner in which the defendant currency [] was obtained,” “circumstances of each 

transaction by which [the claimant] acquired or obtained any interest in the defendant 

currency,” and “reason(s) the defendant currency was obtained.” Id. (first alteration in 

original). The claimant refused to answer the special interrogatory on numerous grounds, 

including that “the discovery request exceeded the scope of Supplemental Rule G(6)(a),” 

even after the district court granted the government’s emergency motion to compel. Id. at 

637. The district court granted the government’s Supplemental Rule G(8)(c) motion to 

strike the claimant’s claim and answer, treating it as a motion for summary judgment. Id.  

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

claimant: 

According to [the claimant], because a claimant can establish standing merely 
by asserting an interest in the property, and because the advisory committee’s 
note to Supplemental Rule G(6) limits the interrogatories to questions “bearing 
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on a claimant’s standing,” it follows that [Supplemental] Rule G(6) allows only 
questions regarding the identity of the claimant and the type of legal interest 
asserted. Therefore, [the claimant] asserts, the rule does not allow the 
government to pose any questions about the circumstances in which the 
claimant obtained an interest in the property, and the government’s 
interrogatories here were well beyond the scope of Rule G(6). 

 Id. at 642. 

The Court rejected that argument. Id. According to the Ninth Circuit, Supplemental 

Rule G(6) “broadly allow[ed] the government to collect information regarding the 

claimant’s ‘relationship to the defendant property.’” Id. The court further reasoned that the 

advisory committee’s note contemplated that the government was permitted to “seek 

information beyond the claimant’s identity and type of property interest.” Id. The court 

observed that the claimant’s “limited interpretation would make Supplemental Rule 

G(6)(a) superfluous because Supplemental Rule G(5)(a)(i)(B) already require[d] the verified 

claim to ‘identify the claimant and state the claimant’s interest in the property.’” Id. at 643. 

Similarly, United States v. $295,726.42 in Account Funds Seized, 279 F. Supp. 3d 1050, 

1051-52 (C.D. Cal. 2018), involved the government’s motion to strike a claim, pursuant to 

Supp. R. G(8)(c), for a claimant’s failure to sufficiently respond to a special interrogatory. 

The claimant had asserted an unequivocal ownership interest in the property. Id. at 1054. 

The special interrogatory at issue sought information about the claimant’s “interest in the 

seized assets,” requested “identification . . . of all persons having knowledge of the 

interest,” and asked for the “identification of any facts establishing [the claimant]’s 

ownership or any other person’s interest in the assets.” Id. at 1042. The court granted the 

government’s motion, characterizing the claimant’s stand-alone response that he was the 

owner of the defendant assets as “evasive and incomplete.” Id. at 1054–55. As part of the 

court’s analysis, it discussed $133,420.00. Id. at 1055. The court noted: “The [Ninth Circuit] 

rejected the argument [the claimant] makes here—that Supplemental Rule G(6)(a) ‘does 

not allow the government to pose any questions about the circumstances in which the 

claimant obtained an interest in the property.’” Id. The court further stated: “The [Ninth 

Circuit] rejected this narrow interpretation and reaffirmed that Rule G(6)(a) ‘broadly allows 
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the government to collect information regarding the claimant’s “relationship to the 

defendant property.”’” Id.  

B. Special Interrogatories are warranted in this case. 

Plaintiff has posed special interrogatories in this case because standing is at issue. In 

Plaintiff’s Motion to Stay Suppression and Reply, it discussed at length the reasons that 

standing is a substantial, open question in this case. See ECF No. 17, 6:16 to 8:8; 8:23 to 

9:16; ECF No. 24, 4:3 to 7:2. However, Plaintiff will briefly summarize its core position on 

standing so that this Court has an on-hand position statement to use in the context of this 

Motion.  

During the underlying traffic stop in this matter, when law enforcement asked 

Claimant about the property, he (1) seemed unware of, or unwilling to share, its value; (2) 

stated that the majority of the money belonged to his employer, 401 Productions; (3) 

affirmatively disclaimed ownership of that portion of the property; and (4) claimed 

ownership of only of the smallest cache of currency (later found to total $1,895). ECF No. 

1, 5:11-17; 8:10 to 9:5; 10:3-6. Later, when filing his Judicial Claim, Claimant nevertheless 

stated that he was the owner the property. ECF No. 12. Co-Claimant, Gina Pennock, also 

submitted a Judicial Claim, stating that she had a possessory interest in the property. 

Pennock Claim, ECF No. 13. Claimant and Pennock did not provided further details about 

their respective interests in their Judicial Claims. See ECF 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’s special interrogatories—he provided 

no further details that would allow Plaintiff to verify or test his claim of ownership. See 

Porcelli Decl., ECF No 14-1; Exhibit C. Pennock’s responses to a set of special 

interrogatories that Plaintiff issued to her (attached as Exhibits D (with certain personal 

identifiers redacted for privacy) and D-1, respectively), reasserted her possessory interest in 

the property and, in substance, revealed that her claimed interest in the property was 

wholly premised on Claimant’s asserted ownership interest. 

/ / /  

Case 3:20-cv-00158-MMD-WGC   Document 28   Filed 06/26/20   Page 9 of 17



 

10 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
 

Under Supp. R. G(8)(c)(i), Plaintiff may make a motion to strike for a claimant’s 

lack of standing, in addition to a claimant’s failure to comply with Supp. R. G(5) or G(6). 

That motion (1) may be presented in three forms; (2) must be decided before any motion to 

dismiss by a claimant; and (3) will be evaluated under a standard that varies depending on 

the evidentiary state of the record at the time of the motion. See Supp. R. G(8)(c)(ii) 

(providing that a motion to strike for lack of standing may be presented as a motion for 

judgment on the pleadings, a motion for summary judgment, or a motion for a hearing on 

standing); Supp. R. G, Advisory Committee Note, Subdivision (8)(c) (outlining, with 

reference to the quality of evidence in the record, when it is appropriate to make each type 

of motion); see also United States v. All Assets Held at Bank Julius Baer & Co., 664 F. Supp. 2d 

97, 104 (D.D.C. 2009) (treating a motion to strike as a motion for summary judgment 

notwithstanding that pleadings were incomplete, reasoning that it would not be a motion 

for judgment on the pleadings because the claimants had not filed an answer and the record 

had been supplemented with some evidence of standing). 

Plaintiff, by way of its Motion to Stay Suppression, issuance of its special 

interrogatories, and filing of this Motion, seeks to gather standing-related evidence and 

resolve standing-related litigation (through a single, fully developed Supp. R. G(8)(c)(i)(B) 

motion, if appropriate) before proceeding to litigation of the merits of this action. See ECF 

No. 24, 10:2-8; see also, e.g., United States v. $17,980.00 in U.S. Currency, No. 3:12-cv-01463-

MA, 2014 WL 4924866 (D. Or. Sept. 30, 2014) (withholding consideration of a claimant’s 

motion to suppress until after resolving the government’s motions to strike and for 

summary judgment). In view of the state of the record as to the nature and extent of 

Claimant’s asserted interest in the property, and the standards applicable to Supp. R. 

G(8)(c) motions, there is a substantial, overriding question about whether Claimant will be 

able to satisfy his burden of proof as to Article III standing. See ECF No. 24, 4:18 to 5:15; 

6:11 to 7:2 (discussing the standards and spectrum of cases applicable to Supp. R. G(8)(c) 

motions). 

/ / /  
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C. Claimant’s first objection has been rejected by Ninth Circuit courts. 

Claimant’s first objection asserts that, by virtue of his sworn statement that he is the 

owner of the property and the seizure of the property from his possession, he has 

established his standing, thereby dispensing with the government’s need to seek further 

information through the objected-to special interrogatories. See Exhibit C. That argument is 

unavailing under Ninth Circuit precedent. 

Claimant’s first objection is similar to the objections raised and rejected by the 

courts in $133,420.00 and $295,726.42. See $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 642; $295,726.42, 279 F. 

Supp. 3d at 1054–55. Both claimants argued that their assertions of ownership interests in 

the properties satisfied their burdens to prove standing and, by extension, rendered special 

interrogatories superfluous and improper. See id. And both courts were unmoved by those 

arguments, viewing the claimants’ interpretations of Supp. R. G(6) as overly narrow. See 

$133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 642-43; $295,726.42, 279 F. Supp. 3d at 1055; see also United States v. 

$209,815 in U.S. Currency, Case No. C 14-0780 SC, 2014 WL 2959304 (N.D. Cal. June 30, 

2014), at *1-2 (explaining that the “Ninth Circuit ha[d] expressly rejected th[e] argument” 

made by the claimant—that his assertion of an ownership interest in a verified claim 

sufficiently established his standing and, thereby, nullified the need for any further 

information sought by special interrogatories). Further, the $133,420.00 court declined to 

accept the claimant’s argument because such an argument, if accepted, would have negated 

the need for Supp. R. G(6) entirely (since Supp. R. G(5) already required a claimant to 

articulate a valid property interest). 672 F.3d at 643. 

Finally, Claimant’s assertion in his first objection that he possessed the property 

during its seizure does not meaningfully distinguish his objection from those rejected in 

$133,420.00 and $295,726.42. Put differently, Claimant cannot rely on his assertion of 

ownership coupled with a seizure from his possession to demonstrate that he would be 

likely to defeat any Supp. R. G(8)(c) standing motion made by Plaintiff. There are three 

reasons for this. 

/ / /  
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First, regarding the summary-judgment standard, the record in this case is not 

simply that the property was seized from Claimant and that he later asserted an ownership 

interest in it. Rather, as discussed in Section III.B, Claimant’s statements during the traffic 

stop were inconsistent overall, and in certain respects irreconcilable, with his later claim of 

ownership over the entirety of the property. Further, Claimant has introduced no specific 

evidence to rebut the information contained in the Verified Complaint. For those reasons, 

on this record it is far from certain that Claimant’s demonstration of standing is conclusive 

under the summary-judgment standard, irrespective that seizure of property from a 

claimant’s possession coupled with a later claim of ownership “may” satisfy a summary-

judgment standing burden, $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 638. See United States v. $999,830.00 in 

U.S. Currency, 704 F.3d 1042, 1043 (9th Cir. 2012) (explaining that “statements allegedly 

made by [a claimant] . . . may be relevant evidence at such time as a motion for summary 

judgment is filed”); United States v. 10503 Campus Way South, Case No. 1:17-cv-01619-MA, 

2018 WL 6834355 (D. Or. Dec. 27, 2018), at *2 (“Once the moving party points out the 

lack of evidence to support the non-moving party’s case, the burden shifts to the non-

moving party to go beyond the pleadings and show a genuine issue of material fact exists”); 

United State v. Real Property Located at 5294 Bandy Road, No. 2:12-cv-00296-CWD, 2014 WL 

5513748 (D. Idaho Oct. 31, 2014), at *4 (“[T]he Court is not required to adopt 

unreasonable inferences from circumstantial evidence.”); United States v. 2004 Blue Lexus 

GX470, No. C08-5084BHS, 2008 WL 2224308 (W.D. Wash. May 27, 2008), at *1 (“The 

Court must resolve any factual issues of controversy in favor of the nonmoving party only 

when the facts specifically attested by that party contradict facts specifically attested by the 

moving party.”). 

Second, even were this Court to view the seizure of the property from Claimant’s 

possession and his assertion of an ownership interest as sufficient to survive a motion for 

summary judgment on standing, that would not end the standing inquiry. Supp. R. 

G(8)(c)(ii) also allows the government to make “a motion to determine after a hearing . . . 

whether the claimant can carry the burden of establishing standing by a preponderance of 
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the evidence.” Such a motion is proper “[i]f material facts are disputed, precluding a grant 

of summary judgment,” and empowers a court to “hold an evidentiary hearing.” Supp. R. 

G, Advisory Committee Note, Subdivision (8)(c). Since Supp. R. G(6) “broadly allows the 

government to collect information regarding” standing, see $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 642, 

and since a motion for a hearing on standing would require a claimant to prove standing 

under a more-demanding standard than the one applicable to a summary-judgment motion, 

see id. at 638, it is unclear why a claimant’s satisfaction of the lower standard would end the 

government’s entitlement to test standing through Supp. R. G(6). 

Third, the language and logic utilized by the court in $133,420.00 is at odds with the 

limited interpretation of the scope of Supp. R. G(6) embodied in Claimant’s first objection. 

In $133,420.00, after analyzing the scope of Supp. R. G(6) and deeming it “broad[],” the 

court pointed to the deficiency in the claimant’s verified claim and the substantial 

ambiguity that it created vis-à-vis his ownership status. See id. at 642-43. The court did so as 

one illustration of why the special interrogatory was appropriate; there is no indication that 

the court was articulating some limiting principle establishing the singular situation when 

the government could utilize special interrogatories. Consistent with this reading, the 

$295,726.42 court found that, in $133,420.00, “the Ninth Circuit rejected th[e] theory” that 

“if a claimant has standing to contest the forfeiture, then special interrogatories [are] 

unnecessary to determine [the claimant’s] standing as to that currency.” See $295,726.42, 

279 F. Supp. 3d at 1055 n.3 (second and third alterations in original) (internal quotation 

marks omitted). 

D. The first and second objections are invalid because the objected-to special 
interrogatories parallel special interrogatories approved of 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 have evaluated, and approved of, under 

Supp. R. G(6). Each of Plaintiff’s fourteen special interrogatories ended with a footnote. 

Exhibit B. Each footnote provided Claimant with at least one example of a decision by the 

Ninth Circuit court in which the court considered a substantively similar special 
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interrogatory and determined that it was appropriate under Supp. R. G(6). Exhibit B, 

Footnotes. Those cited decisions—by virtue of their analyses, substance, and harmony with 

one another—undermine the propriety of Claimant’s objections (that the objected-to 

special interrogatories seek information beyond the scope of Supp. R. G(6)).  

 Regarding the special interrogatories to which Claimant raised the first objection, 

Interrogatories 7 through 14 asked Claimant to identify certain documents, financial 

institutions, witnesses, and third parties, and to provide certain narratives, in an effort to 

develop the record with some details—beyond Claimant’s assertion of ownership in the 

Judicial Claim—about his interest in the property. See Exhibit B. Regarding the special 

interrogatories to which Claimant raised the second objection—that they impermissibly 

sought information related to third parties—Interrogatories 9, 11, and 13 asked Claimant to 

identify, and provide narrative information, about third parties having knowledge, 

information, and documentation related to Claimant’s interest in the property. 

Each of those historic inquiries had at least one direct analog in a special 

interrogatory considered, and approved of, by a Ninth Circuit court in the course of 

analyzing the scope of Supp. R. G(6). Specifically, Plaintiff cited, and re-cites for this 

Court, the following cases: United States v. $133,420.00 in U.S. Currency, 672 F.3d 629 (9th 

Cir. 2012); United States v. $295,726.42 in Account Funds Seized, 279 F. Supp. 3d 1050 (C.D. 

Cal. 2018); United States v. Approximately $658,830.00 in U.S. Currency, No. 2:11-cv-00967 

MCE KJN PS, 2012 WL 3233642 (E.D. Cal. Aug. 6, 2012); and United States v. $333,806.93 

in Proceeds, No. CV 05-2556 DOC (ANx), 2010 WL 3733932 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 30, 2010). In 

light of these cases, acceptance of Claimant’s objections would require this Court to find 

that the Ninth Circuit and three Ninth Circuit district courts all misinterpreted the scope of 

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

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

In September 2019, in United States v. $70,000.00 in U.S. Currency, No. 2:19-cv-00392-

JAD-VCF (D. Nev. 2019), United States Magistrate Judge Cam Ferenbach considered, and 
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largely granted, the government’s motion to compel after the claimant in that matter raised 

an objection to the government’s special interrogatories that was substantively similar to 

the first objection now being raised by Claimant. In $70,000.00, the claimant provided no 

substantive responses to eight special interrogatories, raising the following objection: 

Objection. Rule G(6) special interrogatories are limited to the claimant’s 
identity and relationship to the defendant property. [Claimant] has stated in his 
sworn Claim Opposing Forfeiture . . . he is the sole and exclusive owner of the 
defendant properties. A claimant’s unequivocal assertion of an ownership 
interest in the property is sufficient by itself to establish 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 (2:19-cv-00392-JAD-VCF) (emphasis, 
quotation marks, and citations omitted).  

When responding to the government’s motion to compel, the claimant argued that (1) 

unlike the claimant in $133,420.00, he had properly asserted a property interest (ownership), 

which was sufficient to meet his summary-judgment burden on standing; and therefore (2) 

the government, unlike in $133,420.00, had no further need to test the claimant’s standing 

through special interrogatories. See Resp. and Opp. Mot. Compel, ECF No. 18 (2:19-cv-

00392-JAD-VCF), 4:3-26; 5:7 to 6:23. 

After considering the claimant’s objection and arguments, Judge Ferenbach 

compelled the claimant to respond fully to six of the objected-to special interrogatories (11 

through 16) and partially to one of the objected-to special interrogatories (6). Order Mot. 

Compel, ECF No. 27 (2:19-CV-00392-JAD-VCF). The Court’s denial of the motion as to 

one-and-a-half of the special interrogatories (5 and part of 6) related to the temporal scope 

of those inquiries. Mot. Compel Oral Argument (2:19-00392-JAD-VCF). Also of note (with 

respect to Claimant’s second objection, here), the compelled special interrogatories 

included inquiries into the claimant’s and property’s connection to a third party. See Mot. 

Compel, ECF No. 17-1, Exhibit A -6. 

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

nonresponses to certain of Plaintiff’s special interrogatories. The legal theory underlying 
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that objection is analogous to the one raised by the claimant in $70,000.00. Plaintiff asks this 

Court to interpret the scope of Supp. R. G(6), and evaluate the propriety of Claimant’s first 

objection, in a manner consistent with another Court from the District of Nevada.  

IV.  Conclusion 

For the reasons stated, Plaintiff moves this Court to compel Claimant to provide full 

and complete responses to Interrogatories 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 
  

Case 3:20-cv-00158-MMD-WGC   Document 28   Filed 06/26/20   Page 16 of 17



 

17 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
 

CERTIFICATE  OF SERVICE 

 A copy of the foregoing United States of America’s Motion to Compel Responses to 

Special Interrogatories was served upon counsel of record via Electronic Filing on June 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 
501 Las Vegas Boulevard South, Suite 1100 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 388-6336 
james.blum@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 ,  
 
 Defendant. 

3:20-CV-158-MMD -WGC  
 
Declaration of James A. Blum 
 
 

 I, James A. Blum, declare as follows pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, Federal Rule of 

Civil Procedure 37(a)(1), and Local Rules IA 1-3(f) and LR 26-6(c): 

1. I am an Assistant United States Attorney for the District of Nevada and am 

assigned litigation responsibility on behalf of Plaintiff United States of America for the 

above-captioned civil action for forfeiture in rem. 

2. Attached as Exhibit B is a true and correct 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 Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of Claimant’s Response to 

The Government’s Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories. Claimant served his Response on 

Plaintiff on or around June 5, 2020. Exhibit C has been redacted to remove certain personal 

identifiers due to the public filing of this Motion to Compel and its Exhibits. 
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4. Attached as Exhibit A-1 is a true and correct copy of a letter that I emailed to 

Claimant’s counsel, Attorney David Michael, on June 12, 2020. In the letter, I drew 

opposing counsel’s attention to Ninth Circuit precedent that, in the government’s view, 

disallowed the objections made by Claimant to certain of Plaintiff’s special interrogatories. 

In addition, I requested that opposing counsel contact me to set up a meet-and-confer to 

discuss (a) Claimant’s objections; (b) whether Claimant would reconsider his objections; 

and (c) a timeline for any supplemental responses. Attached as Exhibit A-2 is proof of 

emailing. 

5. On June 15, 2020, Mr.  Michael contacted me via email to set up a meet-and-

confer for June 19, 2020. 

6. On June 19, 2020, the parties conducted a telephonic meet-and-confer. 

Attorneys David Michael and Edward Burch participated on behalf of Claimant. Assistant 

United States Attorney James A. Blum and Paralegal Specialist Maritess Recinto 

participated on behalf of Plaintiff. The parties articulated and discussed their respective 

views of Claimant’s objections over the course of approximately twenty to thirty minutes. 

Despite the discussion and exchange of viewpoints, the parties were unable to resolve their 

differing opinions about the propriety of Claimant’s objections. During the meet-and-confer, 

Mr. Burch advised that there was a possibility that Claimant would supplement his response 

to Interrogatory 4, which concerned criminal history.  

7. On June 23, 2020, Mr. Burch emailed me with informal supplementations of 

Claimant’s and Co-Claimant Gina Pennock’s responses to their respective Interrogatory 4s. 

Mr. Burch reserved relevancy objections to the admission of the information contained in 

the informal supplementations. 

 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that 

the foregoing is true and correct.  

  Executed on June 26, 2020. 
          
 /s/ James A. Blum____   
 JAMES A. BLUM  
 Assistant United States Attorney 
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 U.S. Department of Justice 
 
 
 United States Attorney’s Office 
 District of Nevada 
 Civil Division 

 

Nicholas A. Trutanich 
United States Attorney 

 
  
 June 12, 2020 
 
 
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 America v. $1,106,775.00 in United States Currency 
 
Mr. Michael: 
 
 On May 12, 2020, the United States of America served fourteen special interrogatories—
pursuant to Rule G(6) of the Supplemental Rules for Admiralty or Maritime Claims and Asset 
Forfeiture Actions—for responses by your client, Claimant Oak Porcelli. I am in receipt of your 
client’s responses to those special interrogatories. As detailed below, Mr. Porcelli objected, on 
various grounds, to twelve of the special interrogatories, and on the basis of those objections 
provided no substantive responses to nine of the special interrogatories. In addition, Mr. Porcelli 
provided partial answers to two of the objected-to special interrogatories. 
 
 I am writing for two reasons. First, I wish to draw your attention to Ninth Circuit cases and 
federal rules that, in the government’s view, disallow Mr. Porcelli’s substantive nonresponses on 
the bases of his stated objections. Second, I am requesting that, upon your receipt of this letter, 
you contact me to set up a telephonic meet-and-confer to discuss (1) Mr. Porcelli’s objections to 
the government’s special interrogatories; (2) whether and the extent to which Mr. Porcelli will 
continue to assert those objections; and (3) a timeline for any supplemental responses that Mr. 
Porcelli wishes to make to the government’s special interrogatories.  
 
 Mr. Porcelli objected to Interrogatories 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14. 
Notwithstanding Mr. Porcelli’s objections, he provided substantive or partial responses to 
Interrogatories 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. To summarize the Interrogatories to which Mr. Porcelli provided 
no substantive responses: Interrogatory 6 asked about the circumstances of Mr. Porcelli’s 
acquisition of the property; Interrogatory 7 asked Mr. Porcelli to identify documentation 

 501 Las Vegas Boulevard South Phone:  (702) 388-6336 
 Suite 1100 Fax:  (702) 388-6787 
 Las Vegas, Nevada 89101  
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evidencing his interest in the property; Interrogatory 8 asked about financial institutions and 
accounts through which the property had passed during Mr. Porcelli’s ownership or possession of 
the property; Interrogatory 9 asked about other persons or entities with information about Mr. 
Porcelli’s interest in the property; Interrogatory 10 asked about Mr. Porcelli’s knowledge about, 
and understandings with respect to, his acquisition and possession and any transfer of the property; 
Interrogatory 11 asked about Mr. Porcelli’s knowledge of any other person or entity having an 
interest in the property; Interrogatory 12 asked Mr. Porcelli to identify other persons or entities 
with a connection to the property; Interrogatory 13 asked for identifying information for any 
person or entity from Interrogatory 12; and Interrogatory 14 asked about the forms that the property 
had taken during Mr. Porcelli’s ownership or possession of the property. To summarize the 
Interrogatories to which Mr. Porcelli provided partial responses: Interrogatory 4 asked about Mr. 
Porcelli’s criminal convictions, if any; and Interrogatory 5 asked about the nature, extent, and 
details of Mr. Porcelli’s interest in the property.   
 
 Mr. Porcelli made the following objection (first objection) to Interrogatory 6, which he 
incorporated as an objection to Interrogatories 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14: “Objection: Claimant 
Porcelli has repeatedly stated under oath that he owns the property which the Government admits 
that it seized from him so he has established Article III standing, therefore this interrogatory seeks 
information beyond the permissible scope of Rule G(6).” (emphasis, footnote, and citations 
omitted). Where incorporated as an objection to Interrogatories 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14, Mr. 
Porcelli added: 
 

This discovery requests 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 III] 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. 

 
 Mr. Porcelli made the following objection (second objection) to Interrogatories 9, 11, and 
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.” (emphasis and citation omitted). 
Mr. Porcelli made a similar objection to Interrogatory 5, using slightly different language. 
 
 Regarding the first objection, I direct your attention to United States v. $133,420.00 in U.S. 
Currency, 672 F.3d 629 (9th Cir. 2012), and United States v. $295,726.42 in Account Funds Seized, 
279 F. Supp. 3d 1050 (C.D. Cal. 2018).  In both matters, the claimants raised objections akin the 
ones raised by Mr. Porcelli. And in both cases, the courts rejected the argument that such objections 
permitted the claimants to decline to substantively answer special interrogatories of the same 
character as those sent by Plaintiff to Mr. Porcelli in this matter.  
 
 In $133,420.00, the Ninth Circuit considered the following argument made by the claimant: 
 

According to [the claimant], because a claimant can establish standing merely by 
asserting an interest in the property, and because the advisory committee’s note to 
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 questions regarding the 
identity of the claimant and the type of legal interest asserted. Therefore, [the 
claimant] asserts, the rule does not allow the government to pose any questions 
about the circumstances in which the claimant obtained an interest in the property, 
and the government’s interrogatories here were well beyond the scope of Rule G(6). 

 
 $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 642. 
 
The court “reject[ed that] argument because it [wa]s contrary to the text of Rule G(6)(a).” Id. 
According to the court, Supplemental Rule G(6) “broadly allow[ed] the government to collect 
information regarding the claimant’s ‘relationship to the defendant property.’” Id. The court 
further reasoned that the advisory committee’s note contemplated that the government was 
permitted to “seek information beyond the claimant’s identity and type of property interest.” Id. at 
642–43. Finally, the court observed that the claimant’s “limited interpretation would make 
Supplemental Rule (G)(6)(a) superfluous because Supplemental Rule G(5)(a)(i)(B) already 
require[d] the verified claim to ‘identify the claimant and state the claimant’s interest in the 
property.’” Id. at 643. 
 
 $295,726.42 involved the government’s motion to strike a claim for failure to sufficiently 
respond to a special interrogatory, under Supplemental Rule G(8). 279 F. Supp. 3d at 1051-52. 
The court described the special interrogatory at issue as seeking relevant information about the 
claimant’s “interest in the seized assets,” “identification . . . of all persons having knowledge of 
the interest,” and “identification of any facts establishing [the claimant]’s ownership or any other 
person’s interest in the assets.” Id. at 1042, 1054. The court, in granting the government’s motion, 
characterized the claimant’s “mere[] state[ment] that he [wa]s the owner of the defendant assets” 
as “evasive and incomplete.” Id. at 1054–55. As part of the court’s analysis, it discussed 
$133,420.00. Id. at 1055. Quoting the Ninth Circuit, the court supported its decision by noting: 
“The [Ninth Circuit] rejected the argument [the claimant] makes here—that Supplemental Rule 
G(6)(a) ‘does not allow the government to pose any questions about the circumstances in which 
the claimant obtained an interest in the property.’” Id. Further, the court stated: “The [Ninth 
Circuit] rejected this narrow interpretation and reaffirmed that Rule G(6)(a) ‘broadly allows the 
government to collect information regarding the claimant’s “relationship to the defendant 
property.”’” Id. 
 
 Here, Mr. Porcelli claims an ownership and possessory interest in the property. The special 
interrogatories to which Mr. Porcelli has objected with his first objection seek information relevant 
to the character and nature of, and details about, his claimed interest. Under controlling precedent, 
Supplemental Rule G(6) allows the United States to “broadly . . . collect information regarding the 
claimant’s ‘relationship to the defendant property,’” $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 642, which is what 
the objected-to special interrogatories seek to do. Mr. Porcelli’s objections to those special 
interrogatories—on the basis that he “has repeatedly stated under oath that he owns the 
property”—have been rejected by Ninth Circuit courts, in published decisions, as “contrary to . . . 
Rule G(6)(a),” a “limited interpretation” that would render Supplemental Rule G(6) “superfluous,” 
Id. at 642-43, and “evasive and incomplete,” $295,726.42, 279 F. Supp. 3d at 1054–55. 
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 Finally, with respect to the first objection, I direct your attention to $133,420.00, 
$295,726.42, and the cases cited in the footnotes to Interrogatories 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 
14. Those cases provide examples of court-approved Supplemental Rule G(6) special 
interrogatories. The special interrogatories in those cases parallel the language and substance of 
the interrogatories to which Mr. Porcelli has raised his first objection.  
 
 Turning to the second objection, I direct your attention to $133,420.00, $295,726.42, and 
the cases cited in the footnotes to Interrogatories 5, 9, 11, and 13. Those cases provide examples 
of court-approved Supplemental Rule G(6) special interrogatories, and those special 
interrogatories inquired into subjects related to third parties. For instance, in $133,420.00, the 
Ninth Circuit approved of the at-issue special interrogatory, and that special interrogatory asked 
the claimant to provide identifiers for “person(s) from whom the currency was obtained” and 
identifiers for “witnesses . . . to any of the transactions by which the defendant currency was 
obtained.” 672. F3d. at 636, 643 n.5. Likewise, in $295,726.42 the court determined that the at-
issue special interrogatory was proper under Supplemental Rule G(6), and that special 
interrogatory sought identifiers for “person(s) from whom the defendant assets were obtained” and 
“witnesses . . . to each and every transaction by which the defendant assets were obtained.” 279 F. 
Supp. 3d at 1052, 1056.  
 
 I also direct your attention to a recent civil action for forfeiture in rem in the District of 
Nevada: United States v. $70,000.00 in U.S. Currency, No. 2:19-CV-00392-JAD-VCF (D. Nev. 
2019). There, the government posed special interrogatories related to a claimant’s relationship, 
understandings, and communications with a third party who had come into contact with the subject 
currency before its seizure by the government. The claimant objected to answering those special 
interrogatories on the basis that (1) he had unequivocally stated an ownership interest in his judicial 
claim, thereby establishing standing; and, thus, (2) the special interrogatories went beyond the 
scope of Supplemental Rule G(6). Following the government’s filing of a motion to compel, 
United States Magistrate Judge Cam Ferenbach ordered the claimant to respond to those special 
interrogatories. ECF No. 27 (No. 2:19-CV-00392-JAD-VCF). If you wish to review any of the 
filings for $70,000.00, they are a matter of public record.  
 
 Mr. Porcelli provided partial responses to Interrogatories 4 and 5. I have already discussed 
the government’s view on his objection, and the sufficiency of his response, to Interrogatory 5. As 
for Interrogatory 4, it asked about Mr. Porcelli’s convictions of “any criminal offense,” however 
his response only addressed “any drug related offense.” I note that your other client, Claimant Gina 
Pennock, made the same response to the same inquiry. In the government’s view, that is an 
incomplete response because it did not address convictions of all criminal offenses. As to the stated 
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)”—I direct your attention to United States v. 
$333,806.93 in Proceeds From the Foreclosure of Real Property Located at 26948 Pacific Coast 
Highway, Malibu, CA, No. CV 05-2556 DOC (ANx), 2010 WL 3733932 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 30, 
2010), and Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(b)(1). In $333,806.93, the government sought, by 
way of a special interrogatory, “information concerning [the claimant]’s criminal history.” 
$333,806.93, 2010 WL 3733932, at *2. The court found that that special interrogatory was 
permissible under Supplemental Rule G(6) because “[c]riminal history information may indeed 
prove relevant to determining identity.” Id. In addition, Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(b)(1), 
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which applies generally to federal civil-discovery practice, provides that (a) “[p]arties may obtain 
discovery regarding any nonprivileged matter that is relevant to any party’s claim or defense”; and 
(b) “[i]nformation within this scope of discovery need not be admissible in evidence to be 
discoverable.”  
 
 For the reasons outlined above, I request that, upon your receipt of this letter, you contact 
me to set up a telephonic meet-and-confer to discuss (1) Mr. Porcelli’s objections to the 
government’s special interrogatories; (2) whether and the extent to which Mr. Porcelli will 
continue to assert those objections; and (3) a timeline for any supplemental responses that Mr. 
Porcelli wishes to make to the government’s special interrogatories. I can be contacted directly at 
(702) 388-6518 or james.blum@usdoj.gov. A copy of this letter has been sent to you by email (at 
david@michaelburchlaw.com, the email address listed for you in CM/ECF). I have also sent a 
copy of this letter to Claimants’ local counsel, Ross C. Goodman, by email (at 
ross@rosscgoodman.com, the email address listed for Mr. Goodman in CM/ECF). 
 
 
 
       Sincerely, 
 
       NICHOLAS A. TRUTANICH 
       United States Attorney 
        
         /s/ James A. Blum    
       JAMES A. BLUM 
       Assistant United States Attorney 
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NICHOLAS A. TRUTANICH  
United States Attorney  
District of Nevada  
Nevada Bar Number 13644 
JAMES A. BLUM  
Assistant United States Attorney 
501 Las Vegas Boulevard South, Suite 1100 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 388-6336 
james.blum@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 ,  
 
 Defendant. 

3:20-CV-158-MMD -WGC  
 
United States of America’s Special 
Interrogatories to Oak Porcelli  

 Plaintiff United States of America, pursuant to Supplemental Rule for Admiralty or 

Maritime Claims and Asset Forfeiture Actions (Supp. R.) G(6), requests that Claimant 

OAK PORCELLI  answer each of the following special interrogatories, under oath and in 

writing, and provide those answers to signatory counsel for Plaintiff  within twenty -one days 

from service of these special interrogatories. 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETION  

 To the extent that Claimant does not object to a special interrogatory, Claimant is to 

answer the interrogatory separately and fully, in writing and under oath. Claimant must 

state any objection to a special interrogatory with specificity, and an attorney making the 

objection on behalf of Claimant must sign the objection. If Claimant is making a partial 

objection, Claimant must state the reason for the objection and provide a response to the 

extent that Claimant does not deem the special interrogatory objectionable. 
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 If Claimant cannot answer a special interrogatory in full, Claimant must answer to 

the extent possible and specify the reason(s) for any inability to answer the remainder. If 

Claimant lacks the information necessary to answer a special interrogatory, Claimant must 

(1) describe the specific efforts made by Claimant or anyone on Claimant’s behalf to 

ascertain the information; and (2) state as definitively as possible when Claimant anticipates 

obtaining the information and supplementing the incomplete response.  

 In answering these special interrogatories, Claimant must furnish all information 

available to Claimant as of the date of the verification. That includes—and therefore is not 

limited to—information in C laimant’s possession, custody, or control and information in 

the possession, custody, or control of Claimant’s agents, attorneys, employees, expert 

witnesses, and other representatives. 

 Wherever Claimant answers a special interrogatory with reference to a document, 

Claimant should attach the document as an exhibit to the response.  

 Where appropriate, Claimant must supplement answers to these special 

interrogatories as required Federal Rule of Civil Procedure (Fed. R. Civ. P.) 26.  

 Where used in these special interrogatories, the terms “document” and “documents” 

include—and therefore are not limited to—(1) all paper material of any kind, whether 

written, typed, printed, recorded, transcribed, photocopied, or otherwise prepared (including 

drafts); (2) papers; (3) books; (4) accounts; (5) drawings; (6) graphs; (7) charts; (8) 

photographs; (9) phono records; (10) plans; (11) blueprints; (12) telexes; (13) telegrams; (14) 

electronic, videotaped, and mechanical recordings; (15) recording tapes and wires; (16) 

magnetic impulses; (17) mechanical and electronic sound recordings, along with their 

transcripts; (18) movies; (19) graphic matter; (20) electronic records, including sent, received 

and drafted emails, online account profiles, social media profiles, posts, and comments, 

internet forum posts and profiles, chat message logs, documents and drafts found on cloud 

storage, text messages, and voicemail recordings, along with their transcripts; and (21) any 

other data compilation from which reasonably usable information can be obtained or 

translated. 
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 Where used in these special interrogatories in reference to a document, the terms 

“identify,”  “identification ,” and “identity”  mean that Claimant should state the following: 

(1) the document’s date or, if not dated, date of preparation; (2) the document’s author and 

any additional signer(s); (3) the names, addresses, and titles of all intended recipients of the 

document; (4) the document’s subject matter; (5) the type of the document (as examples, a 

letter, memorandum, telegram, or chart); (6) the document’s location; (7) the name and 

address of the document’s custodian; (8) the document’s manner of keeping (as examples, 

file organization, computerization, or cloud storage); and (9) any other means of identifying 

the document with sufficient particularity to meet the requirements for its inclusion in a 

request for production. Further, if Claimant identifies any document that is no longer in the 

claimant’s possession, custody, or control, the claimant must describe the document’s 

disposition and the reason for such disposition.  

 Where used in these special interrogatories, the terms “person” and “people” 

include—and therefore are not limited to—(1) natural persons; (2) corporations, 

partnerships, other business associations or entities; and (3) government or governmental 

bodies, commissions, boards, departments, agencies, and other subdivisions. Here, the use 

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

 Where used in these special interrogatories in reference to a natural person, the terms 

“identify,” “identification,” and “identity” mean that Claimant should state the person’s 

present or, if unavailable or specifically requested, last- or past-known (1) full name and 

alias(es); (2) address(es); (3) phone number(s); (4) occupational or official position(s) and 

business affiliation(s); and (5) business address(es) and phone number(s). 

 Where used in these special interrogatories in reference to a person other than a 

natural person, the terms “identify,” “identification ,” and “identity”  mean that Claimant 

should state the following: (1) whether the person is a corporation, partnership, or other 

organization; (2) the person’s official name or, if unknown or specifically requested, last-,  

past-, or otherwise-known name(s); (3) the person’s present or, if unknown or specifically 
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requested, last- or past-known address(es); and (4) the person’s present or, if unknown or 

specifically requested, last- or past-known principal place of business.  

 Once Claimant has properly identified a person, in later references to that person 

Claimant may merely state the person’s name.  

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

OAK PORCELLI , the addressee of these special interrogatories. 

 

SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES  

INTERROGATORY 1  

 Identify yourself, including your date of birth, your social security number, and all 

aliases that you currently use or have ever used.1 

 

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.2 

 

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.3 

 

                                              
1 See United States v. $333,806.93 in Proceeds, No. CV 05-2556 DOC (ANx), 2010 WL 
3733932 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 30, 2010), at *3. 
2 See United States v. Approximately $658,830.00 in U.S. Currency, No. 2:11-cv-00967 MCE 
KJN PS, 2012 WL 3233642 (E.D. Cal. Aug. 6, 2012), at *3 
3 See $658,830.00, 2012 WL 3233642, at *3-4. 

Case 3:20-cv-00158-MMD-WGC   Document 28-1   Filed 06/26/20   Page 17 of 70



 

5 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
 

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; (c) 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.4  

 

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 of it).5 

 

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 

                                              
4 See $333,806.93, 2010 WL 3733932, at *2. 
5 See United States v. $133,420.00 in U.S. Currency, 672 F.3d 629, 636, 642-43 (9th Cir. 2012). 
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(residential and business), and telephone number (residential, cellular, and 

business) of each witness to such transaction; and 

c. The reason that you obtained the property (or each part of it).6 

 

INTERROGATORY 7  

 Describe in detail every document evidencing, recording, facilitating, or otherwise 

relating to each transaction identified in response to Interrogatory 6.7 

 

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.8  

 

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).9 

 

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 or acquisition for each one of your interests, 

                                              
6 See $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 636, 642-43; United States v. $295,726.42 in Account Funds Seized, 
279 F. Supp. 3d 1050, 1052, 1054 (C.D. Cal. 2018). 
7 See $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 636, 642-43; $295,726.42, 279 F. Supp. 3d at 1052, 1054. 
8 See $658,830.00, 2012 WL 3233642, at *3, *5. 
9 See $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 636, 642-43; $295,726.42, 279 F. Supp. 3d at 1052, 1054. 
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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.10  

 

INTERROGATORY 11  

 If you 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.11  

 

INTERROGATORY 12  

 List and identify every business entity, partnership, or proprietorship with which you 

were affiliated and which had a connection to, or knowledge of, the property (or any part of 

it), including 401 PRODUCTIONS, 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.12 

 

INTERROGATORY 13  

 For every business entity, partnership, or proprietorship listed or identified in 

Interrogatory 12, provide the name, address (residential and business), and telephone 

                                              
10 See $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 636, 642-43; $658,830.00, 2012 WL 3233642, at *3-4. 
11 See $658,830.00, 2012 WL 3233642, at *3-5. 
12 See $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 636, 642-43; $333,806.93, 2010 WL 3733932, at *3. 
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number (residential, cellular, and business) for every person who can verify your association 

with the specified entity.13  

 

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 each conversion (including a changing of cash denominations), and all 

identifiers for each conversion (such as a transaction or receipt number).14  

 

 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 $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 636, 642-43; $333,806.93, 2010 WL 3733932, at *3. 
14 See $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 636, 642-43; $658,830.00, 2012 WL 3233642, at *3-4. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  

 On May 12, 2020, a copy of the foregoing Special Interrogatories to Oak Porcelli 

was served upon counsel of record via the following methods: 

 
USPS Mail and USPS 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 for Special Interrogatories 
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DAVID M. NIICHAEL, (Pro Hac Vice) CSBN 7,1031

LAW OFFICE OF MICHAEL & BURCH, LLP
One Sansome Street, Suite 3500
San Francisco, CA 94104
Telephone: (415)946-8996
E-mail: david(@michaelbu rchlaw.com

ROSS C. GOODMAN. NSBN 7722
GOODMAN LAW GROUP
520 S Fourth Streel,2nd Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101
Telephone: (702) 384-5563
Email: ross@rosscgoodman,com

Attorne)s lbr Claimants Oak Porcelli and Gina l'ennock

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA

United States of America,

Plaintiff,

S1,106,775.00 in U.S. Currency,

Defendant.

Case No. 3:20-o'-001 5tt-MNID-W(;C

Claimant Oak Porcclli's Response to
The Government's Rule G(6)

Limited Interrogatorics

Oak Porcelli and Cina Pennock.

Claimants.

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

l. Claimant has not completed his investigation ofthe facts, rvitnesses, or documents

relating to this case. nor has Claimant completed discovery in this action, including the receipt

lrom plaintiff of documents and records, nor has Claimant completed an analysis of all available

data. Furthermore, Claimant has not completed any preparalions for trial. Accordingly, the

responses herein are given rvithout prejudice to Claimant's right to provide further responses,

rvhich Claimant may subsequentlv discover, or which Claimant rvill obtain fiorn plaintiff or may,

Claimant Oak Porcelli's Response to Rule C(6) Limited Interogatories
Case No.3:20-cv-00158 - I
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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

rnodify these responses iiand when additional inlonnation is known or obtained.

2. The responses are given herein rvithout 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 pre.judice to Claimant's right to

produce any evidence which may have been omitted from this response and only subsequently

discovered because ofoversight, inadvertence, and/or good laith 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 alldefinitions, instructions, and terms, to the

extent that they purport to impose any diflerent or additional obligations beyond those required

by the Federal Rules ofCivil Procedure or any other special rules that may apply to these

proceedings, including but not lirnited to Rule G(6Xa) of the Supplemental Rules of Admiralty

or Maritime and Asset Forfeiture Clairns.

4. Claimant, Oak Porcelli. objects to each request to the extent that it seeks

information protected by the afiorney/client privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, or any

other applicable privilege or immunity.

5. Claimant. Oak Porcelli, objects to each request to the extenl it requires a violation

ofany individual's right to privacy and/or the right to be free from unreasonable searches and

seizures under any applicable state, federal, or constilutional provisions or laws, including the

Fou(h Amendments to the United States Constitution, and his right to have illegally obtained

evidence suppressed pursuant to Rule G(8)(a) ofthe Supplernental Rulcs of Adrniralty or

Maritime and Asset Forfeiture Claims.

6. Claimant, Oak Porcelli, objects to each request to extent that it seeks thc

disclosure oi infbrmation exempt from disclosure under any applicable evidentiary, statutory, or

common-law privilege.

Claimant Oak Porcelli's Response to Rule G(6) Limited lnterrogatories
Case No. l:20-cv-00 | 58
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7. Claimant, Oak Porcelli, objects to each request to the extent that it calls lor

inlbrmation 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 Plaintiff's Special Interrogatories, served pursuant to

Rule C(6)(a) of the Supplemental Rules of Admiralty or Maritime and Asset Forf'eiture Claims

("Rule G(6)") as lollows:

INTf,RROGATORY I

Identify yourself, including your date of birth, your social security number, and all aliases

that you currently use or have ever used.

Rf,SPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. I:

Oak William Porcelli. DOB . SSN .

INTERROGATORY 2

Provide your residential address(es), and all temporary or vacation addresses, during the

period of September 201 9 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 INTf,RROGATORY NO.2:

Objection: This discovery request seeks infonnation outside the scope oldiscovery

delineated by Fed.R.Civ.P. 26(bXl) & (2)(C)(i) ("tplarties rnay obtain discovery ... proporlional

to the needs ofthe case, considering ... the importance ofthe discovery in resolving the issues ...

and whether the burden or expense of the proposed discovery outrveighs its likeli, benefit . . . ").

especially at this early stage ofthe Iitigation.

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

My residential address for that time period is     Portland. 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 201 9 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 ofany criminal olfense and, ifso. provide

the lollorving infonnation for each ofl'ense: (a) the criminal offense fbr which you were

convicted; (b) the date ofthe conviction; (c) the location andjurisdiction ofthe court in which

the conviction was adjudicated; (d) the sentence imposed upon such convictiont 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 l0 years old generally not

admissible) and Fed.R.Civ.P. 26(b)(1) & (2XCXi).

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

I have never been convicted of any drug related offense.

INTERROGATORY 5

Describe in detail the nature and extent ofyour interest(s) in the property (or each part of

it), including the amounrvalue of the property thal you claim, whether your claimed interest(s)

applies to all or a part ofthe property (and to which part), whether you claim, believe, or are

aware that another person or entify 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

4
Claimant Oak Porcelli's Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00158
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 5:

Objection: To the extent thal this interrogatory asks about another person's or another

claimant's interest in the property, it is not authorized by Rule G(6) and othcrwise exeeds the

scope ofa Rule G(6) Interrogatory. See Rule G(6Xa) ("(a) ... Scope. The government mav serve

special inlerrogatories 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 ofthe Defendant currency seized tiom the vehicle I rented and hadjust 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 properry. 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) ofeach person or entity from rvhom you

obtained the properfyi

b. A detailed description ofthe circumstances ofevery 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) ofeach witness to such

transaction; and

c. The reason that you obtained the property (or each part ol 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 Interrogarories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00 I 58 5
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which the Govemment admits that it seized from him so he has established Article lll standing,l

therefore this interrogatory seeks information beyond the permissible scope of Rule G(6). See

U.S. v.5151,853,744F.3d 559,563-564(8th Cir.2014) ("lf [Claimant] had already established

standing as to the $4,500, [ ] then special interrogatories were unnecessary to determine his

standing as to that currency[,] [t]hus, the [ ] court abused its discretion in striking [his claim] as

Io the S4,500 for failure to adequately respond to the special interrogalories when no special

interrogatories were necessary to determine standing"); U.S. v. 5239,100,795 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 sufficicnt fbr a

claimant to establish standing at summary judgment. Further special inlerrogatories 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 f'ailed to comply

with Rule G(6), requiring them to respond to special interrogatories]"). See al.so Fed.R.Civ.P.

26(b)( l) ("Parties may obtain discovery ... relevant to any party's claim or defense and

proportional to the needs ofthe case, considering ... the importance ofthe discovery in resolving

the issues").

INTERROGATORY 7

Describe in detailevery document evidencing. recording, tacilitating, or otherwise

relating to each transaction identified in response to lnterrogatory 6.

Rf,SPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 7:

' 5"", 
".g., 

U.S. v. S 13 3.420.00, 672 F .3d 629, 640 (gth Cir. 2012) ("assertion of ownership,
combined with [claimant's] possession of the currency at the time it rvas seized. would be
enough to establish [claimant's] standing for purposes of a motion for summary judgment.,'
(ciring U.S. v. $118,840.00,521 F.3d t268. 1277 (tOrh Cir. 2008). See also, e.g.. $H8,A10.00,
521 F.3d at 1275, 1277 ("[i]n cases in which a person has asserred 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 [claimanr] was driving, we hold that [claimant] has
established constitutional standing at this Isummary judgment] stage of the litigation'').

Claimant Oak Porcelli's Response to Rule C(6) Limired lnterrogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00 158 6

Case 3:20-cv-00158-MMD-WGC   Document 28-1   Filed 06/26/20   Page 40 of 70



I

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

l0

ll
12

r3

t4

l5

l6

t7

l8

t9

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Objection: See objection to lnterrogatory No. 6. This discovery requesl seeks

intbrmation 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 infonnation that bears on the claimant's [Article III] standing". This

interrogatory seeks information irrelevant to, and far beyond that which bears on, Clairnant's

Article lll 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

tnaintained each such account, the number or identifier of each such account. and all transaclion

dates when the property passed through each such account.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 8:

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

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

the claimant's identity and relationship to the defendant property" identified above, onlv allow

the government "Io gather information that bears on the claimant's [Arlicle Ill] standing". This

interrogatory seeks infornration irrelevant to, and far beyond that which bears on- Claimant's

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

INTERROGATORY 9

List and identiry in detailthe name, address (residential and business), and telephone

number (residential, cellular, and business) ofevery person or entity having knowledge of, or

information pertaining to, your acquisition, possession, or ownership ofthe property (or each

part of it).

RESPONSE TO TNTERROGATORY 9:

1
Claimant Oak Porcelli's Response to Rule G(6) Limited lnterrogatories
Case No.3:20-cv-00158
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Objection: This interrogatory asks about other people's knowledge the properly, so it is

not authorized by Rule G(6) and otherwise exceeds the scope ofa Rule G(6) Interrogatory. See

Rule C(6)(a) ("(a) ... Scope. The government may serve special interrogatories limited to !I9
claimant's identity and relationship to the defendant property . . . ") (ernphasis added).

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

intbrmation beyond the scope of Rule G(6). Rule C(6) interrogatories are expressly "lirnited ro

the claimant's identity and relationship to the defendant property" identified above, only allorv

the govemment ''to gather information that bears on the claimant's [Article III] standing". This

interrogatory seeks infonnation irrelevant to, and flar beyond that which bears on, Clairnant's

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

INTERROGATORY IO

lfyou claim that you are the owner or possessor ofthe property (or any part of it),

describe in detail the terms oftransfer and acquisition for each one ofyour interests, including

each understanding lhat you had about the source of, purpose for, and period of entitlement to the

properry, hou'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) ofeach person or entity who caused you to develop that

understanding.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY IO:

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 ro

the claimant's identity and relationship to the defendant properry" identified above, only allow

the government "to gather information that bears on rhe claimant's [Article III] standing". This

interrogatory seeks information irrelevant to, and far beyond that which bears on, Claimant's

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

It
Claimant Oak Porcelli's Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories
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INTERROGATORY II
Ifyou claim, believe, or are aware that any other person or entity, including CINA

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.

Rf,SPONSE TO INTERROGATORY II:
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 ofa Rule G(6) Interrogatory. Sec

Rufe G(6Xa) ("(a) ... Scope. The governnrent may serve special interrogatories limited to th9

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

Objection: See objection to Interrogatory No. 6. This discoverl, 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 allorv

the government "to gather infonnation that bears on the claimant's [Article lll] standing". This

interrogatory seeks information irrelevant to, and l'ar beyond that rvhich bears on. Claimant's

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

INTERROGATORY I2

List and identify every business entity, partnership, or proprietorship rvith which you

were affiliated and which you clairn, believe, or are aware had a connection to. or knowledge of,

the propertv (or any part of it) during the period of September 2019 through rhe 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 ofaffiliation and every position that you held.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY I2:

Objection: See ob.jection to Interrogatory No. 6. This discovery requesr seeks

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

Claimant Oak Porcelli's Response to Rule C(6) Limited Intenogatories
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 lll] standing". This

interrogatory seeks inlormation irrelevant to, and far beyond thal which bears on, Claimant's

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

INTERROGATORY 13

For every business entiry", partnership, or proprietorship listed or identified in

Interrogatory 12, provide the name, address (residential and business), and telephone number

(residential, cellular, and business) lor every person who can verif,, your association with the

specified entity.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY I3:

Objection: This interrogatory asks about other people, so it is not authorized by Rule

G(6) and otherwise exceeds the scope ofa Rule C(6) Interrogatory. See Rule C(6)(a) ("(a) ...

Scopc. The government may serve special interrogatories limited to the claimant's identity and

relationship to the defendant Drot)ertv . . . ") (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 III] standing". This

interrogatory seeks information irrelevanl to, and far beyond that which bears on. Claimant's

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

INTT]RRO(}ATORY I.I

Ifyou claim an orvnership or possessory interest in the property (or any part of it).

describe in detail each forrn (such as cash, personal check, or other monetary instrument) that the

property or its value has taken during every period ofyour ownership or possession, including

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

Claimant Oak Porcelli's Response to Rule G(6) Limited lnterrogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00158 l0
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each conversion (including a changing ofcash 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 Io the defendant property" identified above, only allow

the government "to gather information that bears on the claimant's [Article III] standing". This

interrogatory seeks information irrelevant to. and far beyond that which bears on. Clairnant's

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

Res lly subnr itted,

Dated: .l June 2020

IC
EI)WA URCH
LAW OFFICE OF MICHAEL & BURCH, LLP
One Sansome Street, Suite 3500
San Francisco, CA 94104
(41 5) 946-8996
david@michaelburch law.com

s/Ros.v C. Goodnnn

ROSS C GOODMAN
GOODMAN LAW GROUP
520 S Fourth Street,2nd Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89 l0 |

(702) 384-5s63
Email : ross@rosscgoodman.com

Attorneys fbr Clairnants Oak Porcelli and Gina
Pennock

Claimant Oak Porcelli's Response to Rule G(6) Limited Intenogatories
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CERTIFICATE OF StrRVICE

I hereby certifu that on 5 June 2020. I served the loregoing upon the following by U.S

First Class mail:

JAMES A, BLUM
Assistant United States Attorney
U.S. Attomey's Office
501 Las Vegas Boulevard South, Suite I100
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
(702) 388-6336

Attorneys for Claimants Oak Porcelli
and Gina Pennock

I3

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

---->_------t
---'l

,, \r< ,/
irnaiau.uin*{ -
SeXto u,$t&ryf
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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: (4f5)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,

Plaintifl,

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

Defendant.

Case No. 3:20-cv-00158-MMD-WGC

Claimant Gina Pennock's Response
to The Government's Rule G(6)

Limited Interrogatories

Oak Porcelli and Gina Pennock,

C lainrants.

PRELIMINARY STATEMf,NT

l. Claimant has not completed her investigation ofthe 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 ol

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 plaintiffor 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 rnodily 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 enor. or a mistake, or u'hich

may have been known to Claimant or in Claimant's possession. but not considered at the tirre of

these responses to be relevant to this case.

3. Claimant, Gina Pennock, objects to alldefinitions, instructions, and terms, to the

extent that they purport to impose any dift'erent 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.

.1. 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 ofany individual's right to privacy and/or the righl 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 Conslitution, and her right to have

illegally obtained evidence suppressed pursuant to Rule G(8)(a) ofthe Supplernental Rules of

Admiralty or Maritime and Asset Forfeiture Clairns.

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 lnterrogatories
Case No.3r20-cv-00158
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common-law privilege.

7. Claimant. Gina Pennock, objects to each request to the extent that it calls lbr

information outside ofthe time period relevant to this action.

Sub.iect to, and without waiving the foregoing general objections and statements,

Claimant, Cina Pennock, hereby responds to Plaintiffs 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:

INTf,RROGATORY I

Identifo yourself, including your date ofbirth, your social security number, and all aliases

that you currently use or have ever used.

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. I:

Cina Pennock. DOB . SSN . When I was younger, I made up a

middle initial "M" and name "Marie", and used it as such for a bank account in the past but it is

not on my birth certificate or a legal name.

INTERROGATORY 2

Provide your residential address(es), and alltemporary or vacation addresses. during the

period ofSeptember 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 infbrmation outside the scope ofdiscovery

delineated by Fed.R.Civ.P.26(bXl) & (2)(C)(i) ("tplarties 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 ofthe proposed discovery outweighs its likely benefit ... "),

especially at this early stage ofthe litigation.

)
Claimant Gina Pennock's Response to Rule G(6) Limited lnterogatories
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Without waiving said ob.iection/s, the following is provided:

My residential address for that time period is      Bulfhlo.

NY I 4201 .

INTERROGATORY 3

Provide allofyour 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 ofany criminal offense and, ifso, provide

the following infbrmation fbr each otfense: (a) the criminal offense for which you were

convicted; (b) the date ofthe conviction; (c) the location andjurisdiction ofthe 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

crim inal proceed ing.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 4:

Objection: Fed.R.Evid. 609(b) (prior convictions more than l0 years old generally not

admissible) and Fed.R.Civ.P. 26(bX l) & (2XCXi).

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

I have never been convicted of any drug related offense.

INTERROGATORY 5

Describe in detail the nature and extent ofyour interest(s) in the property (or each part o1'

.1
Claimant Gina Pennock's R€sponse to Rule C(6) Limited Interrogatories
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it), including the amount/value ofthe property that you claim, whether your claimed interest(s)

applies to all or a part ofthe property (and to which part), whether you claim. believe. or are

aware that another person or entity has an interest in the properfy. and the specific interest that

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

of i0.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 5:

I claim a possessory interest in the Defendant currency that was seized from my suitcase.

and had and have a right to possess it and otherwise exercise dominion and control of it.

Claimant Oak Porcelli owns all ofthe Defendant currencv.

INTERROGATORY 6

Describe in detail how you acquired your interest(s) in the property, including but not

limited to the following inlormation:

a. The date, time, place, and manner in which the property (or each part of i$

claimed by you was obtained, including every name, address (residential and business), and

telephone number (residential, cellular, and business) ofeach person or entity from whom you

obtained the property;

b. A detailed description ofthe circumstances ofevery transaclion 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 wilness to such

transaction; and

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

RESPONSf, TO INTERROGATORY 6:

I acquired my interest in the Defendant property when I ernbarked on road trip vacation

with Clairnant Oak Porcelli on November I3, 2019 in Buffalo, NY (Mr. Porcelli and I were and

are dating, i.e. in a romantic relationship), at which tirne I provided a suitcase and assisted Mr.

Porcelli in packing a package ofcurrency into my suitcase.

)
Claimant Cina Pennock's Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatorics
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INTERROGATORY 7

Describe in detail every document evidencing, recording, facilitating. or otherwise

relating to each transaction identified in response to lnterrogatory 6.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 7:

I am aware of no such documents.

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 ofthe property has passed during

your ownership or possession of it. including the name ofthe bank or financial institution that

maintained each such account, the number or identifier ofeach such account. and all transaction

dates when the property passed through each such account.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 8:

There was no such bank or financial-institution account because the currency stayed in

my suitcase for the duration of the trip until it was seized.

TNTERROGATORY 9

List and identify in detail the name, address (residential and business), and telephone

number (residential, cellular, and business) ofevery person or entity having knowledge of, or

information pertaining to, your acquisirion, possession, or ownership ofthe property (or each

part of it).

RESPONSE TO INTf,RROGATORY 9:

Claimant Oak Porcelli.    . Portland. OR, 97219.

INTERROGATORY IO

Ifyou claim that you are the owner or possessor ofthe propertv (or any part of it),

6
Claimant Gina Pennock's Response to Rule G(6) Limited lnterrogatories
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describe in detail the terms oftransfer and acquisition for each one ofyour interests, including

each understanding that you had about the source ol purpose for, and period of entitletnent 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) ofeach person or entity who caused you to develop that

understanding.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY IO:

I had no inforrnation about the source or purpose of the delendant currency and assumed

the Defendant currency would be removed from my suitcase and that I would get my suitcase

back once we reached Oak's home in Portland, Oregon. See also response to interrogatory no. 9

above.

INTERROGATORY I1

Ifyou claim. believe, or are aware that any other person or entitv, including OAK

PORCELLI 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 iQ, explain your relationship and the property's relationship to each such person or entity.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY II:
Not applicable/l do not. See also response to interrogatories no. 6. 8 & 9 above.

INTERROGATORY I2

List and identif-v every business entity, partnership, or proprietorship with which you

were affiliated and which you clairn, believe, or are aware had a connection to, or knowledge ol,

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 i0, includ ing the dates of affi liation and every position that you held.

7
Claimant Gina Pennock's Response to Rule G(6) Limited Intenogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00158

Case 3:20-cv-00158-MMD-WGC   Document 28-1   Filed 06/26/20   Page 56 of 70



I

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

l0

ll
t2

l3

l4

l5

l6

t7

l8

l9

20

2t

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY I2:

None.

INTERROGATORY I3

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 verifl, your association with the

specified entity.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 13:

Not applicable.

INTf,RROGATORY I4

Ifyou claim an ownership or possessory interest in the property (or any part of it),

describe in detail each fonr (such as cash, personal check, or other monetary instrument) that the

property or its value has taken during every period ofyour ownership or possession, including

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

each conversion (including a changing ofcash denominations), and all identifiers for each

conversion (such as a transaction or receipt number).

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY 14:

It was cash the entire time.

Dated: ,1 June 2020

HAE
D rI

LAW OFFICE OF MICHAEL & BURCH. LLP
One Sansome Street. Suite 3500
San Francisco, CA 94104
(415) 946-8596
david@michaelburch law.com

8
Claimant Gina Pennock's Response to Rule G(6) Limited Interrogatories
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s/Ross C. Goodman

ROSS C GOODMAN
GOODMAN LAW GROUP
520 S Fourth Street, 2nd Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101
(702) 384-ss63
Email : ross@rosscgoodman.com

Attorneys for Claimants Oak Porcelli and Gina
Pennock

Claimant Gina Pennock's Response to Rule G(6) Limited lnterrogatories
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Iirst Class mail:

JAMES A. BLUM
Assistant United States Attorney
U.S. Attorney's Offrce
501 Las Vegas Boulevard South, Suite 1 100
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
(702) 388-6336

ItAE

Attomcys for Claimants Oak Porcclli
and Gina Pennock

Claimant Gina Pennock's Response to Rulc G(6) Limited Interrogatories
Case No. 3:20-cv-00 I 58 11

\->t(_/

Case 3:20-cv-00158-MMD-WGC   Document 28-1   Filed 06/26/20   Page 60 of 70



 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
 

Exhibit D-1 -- Special Interrogatories to 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 
501 Las Vegas Boulevard South, Suite 1100 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 388-6336 
james.blum@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 ,  
 
 Defendant. 

3:20-CV-158-MMD -WGC  
 
United States of America’s Special 
Interrogatories to Gina Pennock 

 Plaintiff United States of America, pursuant to Supplemental Rule for Admiralty or 

Maritime Claims and Asset Forfeiture Actions (Supp. R.) G(6), requests that Claimant 

GINA PENNOCK  answer each of the following special interrogatories, under oath and in 

writing, and provide those answers to signatory counsel for Plaintiff  within twenty -one days 

from service of these special interrogatories. 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETION  

 To the extent that Claimant does not object to a special interrogatory, Claimant is to 

answer the interrogatory separately and fully, in writing and under oath. Claimant must 

state any objection to a special interrogatory with specificity, and an attorney making the 

objection on behalf of Claimant must sign the objection. If Claimant is making a partial 

objection, Claimant must state the reason for the objection and provide a response to the 

extent that Claimant does not deem the special interrogatory objectionable. 
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 If Claimant cannot answer a special interrogatory in full, Claimant must answer to 

the extent possible and specify the reason(s) for any inability to answer the remainder. If 

Claimant lacks the information necessary to answer a special interrogatory, Claimant must 

(1) describe the specific efforts made by Claimant or anyone on Claimant’s behalf to 

ascertain the information; and (2) state as definitively as possible when Claimant anticipates 

obtaining the information and supplementing the incomplete response.  

 In answering these special interrogatories, Claimant must furnish all information 

available to Claimant as of the date of the verification. That includes—and therefore is not 

limited to—information in C laimant’s possession, custody, or control and information in 

the possession, custody, or control of Claimant’s agents, attorneys, employees, expert 

witnesses, and other representatives. 

 Wherever Claimant answers a special interrogatory with reference to a document, 

Claimant should attach the document as an exhibit to the response.  

 Where appropriate, Claimant must supplement answers to these special 

interrogatories as required Federal Rule of Civil Procedure (Fed. R. Civ. P.) 26.  

 Where used in these special interrogatories, the terms “document” and “documents” 

include—and therefore are not limited to—(1) all paper material of any kind, whether 

written, typed, printed, recorded, transcribed, photocopied, or otherwise prepared (including 

drafts); (2) papers; (3) books; (4) accounts; (5) drawings; (6) graphs; (7) charts; (8) 

photographs; (9) phono records; (10) plans; (11) blueprints; (12) telexes; (13) telegrams; (14) 

electronic, videotaped, and mechanical recordings; (15) recording tapes and wires; (16) 

magnetic impulses; (17) mechanical and electronic sound recordings, along with their 

transcripts; (18) movies; (19) graphic matter; (20) electronic records, including sent, received 

and drafted emails, online account profiles, social media profiles, posts, and comments, 

internet forum posts and profiles, chat message logs, documents and drafts found on cloud 

storage, text messages, and voicemail recordings, along with their transcripts; and (21) any 

other data compilation from which reasonably usable information can be obtained or 

translated. 

Case 3:20-cv-00158-MMD-WGC   Document 28-1   Filed 06/26/20   Page 63 of 70



 

3 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
 

 Where used in these special interrogatories in reference to a document, the terms 

“identify,”  “identification ,” and “identity”  mean that Claimant should state the following: 

(1) the document’s date or, if not dated, date of preparation; (2) the document’s author and 

any additional signer(s); (3) the names, addresses, and titles of all intended recipients of the 

document; (4) the document’s subject matter; (5) the type of the document (as examples, a 

letter, memorandum, telegram, or chart); (6) the document’s location; (7) the name and 

address of the document’s custodian; (8) the document’s manner of keeping (as examples, 

file organization, computerization, or cloud storage); and (9) any other means of identifying 

the document with sufficient particularity to meet the requirements for its inclusion in a 

request for production. Further, if Claimant identifies any document that is no longer in the 

claimant’s possession, custody, or control, the claimant must describe the document’s 

disposition and the reason for such disposition.  

 Where used in these special interrogatories, the terms “person” and “people” 

include—and therefore are not limited to—(1) natural persons; (2) corporations, 

partnerships, other business associations or entities; and (3) government or governmental 

bodies, commissions, boards, departments, agencies, and other subdivisions. Here, the use 

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

 Where used in these special interrogatories in reference to a natural person, the terms 

“identify,” “identification,” and “identity” mean that Claimant should state the person’s 

present or, if unavailable or specifically requested, last- or past-known (1) full name and 

alias(es); (2) address(es); (3) phone number(s); (4) occupational or official position(s) and 

business affiliation(s); and (5) business address(es) and phone number(s). 

 Where used in these special interrogatories in reference to a person other than a 

natural person, the terms “identify,” “identification ,” and “identity”  mean that Claimant 

should state the following: (1) whether the person is a corporation, partnership, or other 

organization; (2) the person’s official name or, if unknown or specifically requested, last-,  

past-, or otherwise-known name(s); (3) the person’s present or, if unknown or specifically 
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requested, last- or past-known address(es); and (4) the person’s present or, if unknown or 

specifically requested, last- or past-known principal place of business.  

 Once Claimant has properly identified a person, in later references to that person 

Claimant may merely state the person’s name.  

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

GINA PENNOCK , the addressee of these special interrogatories. 

 

SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES  

INTERROGATORY 1  

 Identify yourself, including your date of birth, your social security number, and all 

aliases that you currently use or have ever used.1 

 

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.2 

 

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.3 

 

                                              
1 See United States v. $333,806.93 in Proceeds, No. CV 05-2556 DOC (ANx), 2010 WL 
3733932 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 30, 2010), at *3. 
2 See United States v. Approximately $658,830.00 in U.S. Currency, No. 2:11-cv-00967 MCE 
KJN PS, 2012 WL 3233642 (E.D. Cal. Aug. 6, 2012), at *3 
3 See $658,830.00, 2012 WL 3233642, at *3-4. 
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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; (c) 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.4  

  

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 of it).5 

 

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 

                                              
4 See $333,806.93, 2010 WL 3733932, at *2. 
5 See United States v. $133,420.00 in U.S. Currency, 672 F.3d 629, 636, 642-43 (9th Cir. 2012). 
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(residential and business), and telephone number (residential, cellular, and 

business) of each witness to such transaction; and 

c. The reason that you obtained the property (or each part of it).6 

 

INTERROGATORY 7  

 Describe in detail every document evidencing, recording, facilitating, or otherwise 

relating to each transaction identified in response to Interrogatory 6.7 

 

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.8  

 

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).9 

 

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, 

                                              
6 See $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 636, 642-43; United States v. $295,726.42 in Account Funds Seized, 
279 F. Supp. 3d 1050, 1052, 1054 (C.D. Cal. 2018). 
7 See $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 636, 642-43; $295,726.42, 279 F. Supp. 3d at 1052, 1054. 
8 See $658,830.00, 2012 WL 3233642, at *3, *5. 
9 See $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 636, 642-43; $295,726.42, 279 F. Supp. 3d at 1052, 1054. 

Case 3:20-cv-00158-MMD-WGC   Document 28-1   Filed 06/26/20   Page 67 of 70



 

7 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
 

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.10  

 

INTERROGATORY 11  

 If you claim, believe, or are aware that any other person or entity, including OAK 

PORCELLI  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.11  

 

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.12 

 

INTERROGATORY 13  

 For every business entity, partnership, or proprietorship listed or identified in 

Interrogatory 12, provide the name, address (residential and business), and telephone 

                                              
10 See $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 636, 642-43; $658,830.00, 2012 WL 3233642, at *3-4. 
11 See $658,830.00, 2012 WL 3233642, at *3-5. 
12 See $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 636, 642-43; $333,806.93, 2010 WL 3733932, at *3. 
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number (residential, cellular, and business) for every person who can verify your association 

with the specified entity.13  

 

INTERRO GATORY 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 each conversion (including a changing of cash denominations), and all 

identifiers for each conversion (such as a transaction or receipt number).14  

 

 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 $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 636, 642-43; $333,806.93, 2010 WL 3733932, at *3. 
14 See $133,420.00, 672 F.3d at 636, 642-43; $658,830.00, 2012 WL 3233642, at *3-4. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  

 On May 12, 2020, a copy of the foregoing Special Interrogatories to Gina Pennock 

was served upon counsel of record via the following methods: 

 
USPS Mail and USPS 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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