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James Bartell, his company, Bartell and Associates as lobbyists will do anything, go to any lengths to see that their 
clients, criminals who would not qualify for licensing in San Diego’s lucrative cannabis licensing scheme if their 
true identities were known during the license application process, will hide, steal, bribe, tamper and even murder 
those who would stand in their way.  The evidence is here for all to see.  You be the judge. 

A.  Multiple properties and/or “Unknown” Relationships   
1. Larry Geraci: JL 6th Avenue Property, LLC - 1033 6th Ave. 
2. Larry Geraci: LST Investments, LLC – 6176 Federal Blvd. 
3. Salam Razuki: Razuki Investments, LLC – 8863 Balboa Ave., Ste # E 
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 Unlike the privacy privileges that exist between attorneys and clients, in the case of lobbyists, the lobbyist 
must disclose the TRUE identities of their clients to those public agencies which they are lobbying for and who in 
the public agency has received any money on behalf of their client.   It is with this public information I was able 
to identify certain clients that Bartell represents who, through Bartell’s mutual efforts, are not playing by the rules 
and what public employees from the City of San Diego Development Services Department (DSD) were/are being 
paid that money.  The records will show both disclosed and undisclosed parties that should they have been 
disclosed but weren’t because their disclosure would have prevented them from obtaining the lucrative DSD 
cannabis licenses that only seem to go to a select few.  Thus, the records contained herein will show that DSD is 
actually in on these Bartell schemes and that, in combination with other City agencies, seize real property and in 
at least one case, led to a death that while ruled a suicide has significant indicators of a murder.    
 
 A review of the exhibits shows that DSD had played fast and loose with what got displayed on their website 
for the 6220 CUP for public consumption.  In an effort to hide their original CUP No. 2114346 application 
activities, which had been posted on 05/04/18 to the DSD website with the proper address, APN and image (See 
EX2.0) the image on 06/01/18, for the same CUP No. 2114346, shows the images in A2.1 are of the City Parking 
Garage, and that the APN and project address have both been changed! This makes no sense and is only one of 
numerous direct violations of the BROWN ACT the DSD has engaged in. (See EX A2.0 and A2.1)  
 
 This 6220 CUP somehow went from application to final approval in roughly 6 months.  The DSD Project 
Manager for the 6176 CUP had been Ms. Cherlyn Cac.  She was reassigned to manage the competing 6220 CUP  
03/14/18.  Eventually, within that 6 months, Cac took the 6220 CUP to final approval with her Report to the 
Hearing Officer.  In my review of the  10/18/18 Public Hearing  we are left to contend with the fact that after just 
having just received a visit from Bartell, and per the EC-603 filing, Bartell gifted Cac $1K ostensibly for her work 
at 6176.  Irrespective of Bartell’s “efforts” on behalf of Geraci, Cac stridently endorsed the 6220 CUP over the 
6176 MO CUP.  Neither Geraci nor Bartell seemed to have an issue with that “lack of service” for their lobbying 
contributions relative to the 6176 CUP application.  (See EX A2.2-24) 
 
 The reality is Bartell had no interest in seeing the 6176 CUP get approved as to do would have cost his client 
Geraci, millions.  The CUP goes with the land, and I am the landowner.  Bartell had to use every trick in his book 
to make it look like Geraci was moving forward with acquiring a CUP that in reality he had to see defeated or he 
would have owed me millions in fees that he orally agreed to, but never committed to writing.  
 
 While Bartell, Geraci and their henchmen made it look like they were actively engaged in getting the 6176 
CUP approved, it is obvious from the record, and the evidence presented herein they were not.  What I will lay 
forth is that they, along with certain corrupt and/or incompetent lawyers, along with Judge Wohlfeil, displayed a 
complete and absolute disdain for the truth, law, life, public policy and procedure that was then, and continues to 
this day, to be astonishing in its brazen intent and purposes.  In just one example; at trial, Judge Wohlfeil, accepted 
Geraci’s counsel interpretation of the B&P Code 26057 and denied my counsel an opportunity to fully present this 
dispositive issue.  A mistrial, without prejudice, or a recess allowing for the submission of these briefs would have 
been far more appropriate.  This is arguably a violation of due process and an unlawful display of judicial bias 
reaching uneven application of the law. (See EX 2.7-126) 
 
 Judge Wohlfeil, while denying nearly every request I made to introduce the facts of the Bartell conspiracy to 
the jury, also displayed an unseemly favoritism toward Geraci’s witnesses.  In fact, he gushed effusively, in front 
of the jury, as to the overall high-quality Bartell’s [non-expert] testimony.  Clearly Bartell’s impression over Judge 
Wohlfeil gained Geraci/Bartell undue and excessive credibility with the jury through this judicially biased 
behavior. (See EX 2.8-133) 
 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?division=2.&chapter=9.&part=1.&lawCode=GOV&title=5.
https://151farmers.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/Child-Care-Setbacks-v8-Doc-.pdf


  
 In his desire to avoid considering any evidence of a Bartell led conspiracy in this matter, Judge Wohlfeil did 
not allow any introduction, nor any mention, of the 06/13/18 Declaration of Joseph Hurtado, a Cotton litigation 
investor, at trial.  Hurtado’s declaration provides text mail evidence that laid the foundation for the conspiracy 
when a material witness to the events, Ms. Corina Young, stated that on or around October 2017 as she met with 
Bartell about the possible investment in the 6176 CUP.  Per Hurtado, Bartell told Young that she should not invest 
in the 6176 CUP because he [Bartell] “owned it” and would be “getting it denied because everyone hates Darryl.”  
(See EX 2.9-140)    
 
 The fact that Bartell was still actively lobbying for the LST-6176 in the 3rd quarter of 2018 and in that in the 
EC-603, he lists spending $1000 on 8(!!) DSD people.  This includes Ms. Cac, which since she had not been the 
LST-6176 Project Manager since March-2018, defies all logic.  Why didn’t Bartell spend some of that LST money 
on the then CURRENT Project Manager for the 6176 CUP?  That would have been Hugo Castenada; whose name 
is oddly absent from that report. Presumably Bartell would have wanted to engage the CURRENT PM in this dog 
and pony show.  Given the opportunity I will depose Hugo Castaneda and each of the DSD personnel named in 
these reports.  (See EX 2.3-114) 
 
 Ascertaining additional DSD bad actors in Bartell’s “efforts” to assure the LST-6176 CUP application got 
beaten to the finish line by the competing 6220 CUP application, only requires a look at Bartell’s EC-603 for 
the 4th Qtr. of 2018.  Here, we find Bartell reporting having paid another $500 of LST money to DSD Supervisor 
Firouzeh Tirandazi (Cherlyn Cac’s Supervisor) and Elyse Lowe, DSD Director.  It is not unreasonable to surmise 
that this payment was part of Bartell’s lobbying on behalf of his client, Geraci, to have the 6220 CUP approved 
over the 6176 CUP.  Clearly the EC-603 records do not support this effort since none those being lobbied were 
DSD personnel assigned to the 6176 CUP.  Also of note, it was during this same period that Cac publicly endorsed 
the 6220 CUP over the Bartell/Geraci 6176 CUP.  (See EX 2.4-116)  
 
 Further evidence that DSD officials were compromised can be found in the COTTON v GERACI 07/09/19 
trial transcript where Ms. Tirandazi, the DSD Supervisor for CUP MO applications and processing in the City of 
San Diego stated, while under oath, that she was unaware of Geraci.  She further stated that she didn’t know 
whether or not it was a requirement for Geraci to have disclosed his ownership on any MO-CUP [both JL and/or 
LST] application.  It is unlikely she would not have known this given her position as head of the DSD division 
processing CUP applications.  (See EX 2.6-122) 
 
 As previously stated, despite Bartell’s alleged “best efforts”, the 6220 CUP was approved over the 6176 CUP.  
Bartell’s “best efforts” did not even go so far as attending the first public hearing of the 6220 CUP to argue why 
his LST-6176 CUP application, which had been in the DSD que since October, 2016, had been outpaced by a 
competing applicant, Aaron Magagna who had never submitted a CUP application before and did not hire, as is 
required under DSD project submittal requirements as set forth in IB-514, licensed architects or engineers for his 
plan submissions.   
 
 Given that Magagna had not hired his own licensed architect and engineers, and that no legitimate licensed 
architect or engineer would have undertaken this project given the short time frame in which it had to be approved, 
Magagna, in unlawful cooperation with DSD and Bartell, in an extremely improbable fashion, provided the 
necessary DSD plans and submittals without the use of those licensed professionals.  Magagna, in continued 
violation of the Brown Act, was illegally and unfairly given the DSD’s cooperation in his CUP efforts, in that the 
City/DSD titled his drawings and submitted those drawings to a licensed civil engineer for approval.   
 
  
 

https://151farmers.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/IB-514-Professional-Certifications-Requirements.pdf


 
 As Magagna did not have his own engineer, it would have been impossible for his CUP application to be 
approved had this unlawful aid not been provided.  In other words, the approved drawings clearly demonstrate that 
normal procedure was not followed.  Based on the drawings the engineer approved, was done on private property, 
on behalf of the City of San Diego, under the direction of DSD.  Normally a licensed architect submitting this 
work to DSD on behalf of their client whose name would be shown in the project drawing’s title bar.  As the image 
shows this work was being presented not as a Magagna project but instead as a City of San Diego DSD project 
with the Magagna Project number, 598124, being listed on the drawings.. (See EX A2.2-65-68)  
 
 What Magagna did have at the 6220 project was Cynthia Morgan-Reed of Vanst Law Group.  In her EC-603 
it shows that, despite whatever “best efforts” Bartell was exerting to have the LST-6176 CUP prevail, Morgan 
shows Magagna paying 4 DSD officials a total of $22,565.32 over the 3rd Qtr of 2018, (Cac being one of those 
officials so lobbied). With this obvious conflict of interest, (seemingly, everyone at DSD especially Cac), accepting 
lobbying money for two different projects, one of which she, supposedly no longer has any authority over, (6176).  
When City employees engage in taking payments from two parties, when only one can be expected to prevail in 
their licensing scheme, this represents a real problem for the City of San Diego. (See EX A2.3-75) 
 
 In yet another example of what can most accurately be described as “Bartell’s ostensibly inept handling” of 
his clients affairs in securing a MO-CUP, we need only look to his representation of Michael “Biker” Sherlock.  
What Biker had was a dream, a dream of parlaying his name into a licensed cannabis venture which would assure 
his family’s prosperity and security.  Fostered by Bartell’s guidance in this nascent evolving world of licensed 
cannabis, Biker invested his business and family’s savings into these license applications.  Biker was ultimately 
able to realize that dream and acquire not just one, but two CUPs in his name.  Biker was truly realizing his dreams.   
 
 Logically, he should have been rejoicing in these successes. Instead, what some would have us believe, is that 
Biker was so depressed at having achieved these goals, he decided to kill himself.  There are a great number of 
inconsistencies with this theory. These inconsistencies as to Biker’s state of mind are brought forth in declarations 
shown below by Biker’s widow, Ms. Amy Sherlock and by the simple facts that Biker left his house the night of 
his death after having received a phone call, setting up a meeting that caused him to take his gun with him and not 
leaving a suicide note.  Biker had every reason to return to his home that night.   
 
 Before we go further it’s important to note that Bartell also represented Mr. Salam Razuki in various MO CUP 
applications, one of which was for the 8863 Balboa Ave. property which Biker had previously been granted that 
license. Once approved, Biker was being pressured to relinquish those licenses for little to no consideration.  That 
was never Bikers plan to sell these CUPs and, of course, he was disinclined to do so.  The people making these 
demands did not care what Biker’s objections were.   
 
 If anyone within the Bartell sphere of influence represented a problem to their licensing monopoly, these 
creatures will simply execute the obstruction or as can be seen in US v SALAM RAZUKI, (3:18-CR-05260-
605896) where Razuki has a 2018 charge of solicitating the murder of his then partner over CUP disagreements.  
That case is still active and is now in preparation for trial. Unfortunately for Biker, in 2015 he did not know who 
he was getting into business with.  (See EX 3.3-164)  
 
 Biker died of an alleged suicide on December 3, 2015.  He left behind a wife, Amy and two young boys.  When 
I say this was a supposed suicide it’s because the Medical Examiner’s Report leaves more questions than it answers.  
Biker appears to have fought his attackers.  His knuckles were cut and bruised.  There was no suicide note.  The 
gun was taken to a meeting that had been requested during a phone call Biker had before leaving.  He knew that if 
violence was going to come into play, he was not going to have it occur in his home or around his family.  It is 
with these nagging issues, despite her pain, grief, misery and confusion over the events surrounding Bikers death 



and the issues surrounding the CUP, she decided to engage the legal services of attorney Andrew Flores to protect 
hers and her families interests.  (See EX 3.4-171) 
 
 In March 2020 Flores sent a series of emails to attorney Mr. Allan Claybon who represented Mr. Bradford 
Harcourt, Biker’s undisclosed partner in these CUPS.  The purpose of these email communications were to seek 
clarification as to how Harcourt had been “gifted” the CUPs after Biker had passed with no financial consideration 
for Amy and their children. (See EX 3.5-184) 
 
 On April 3, 2020, in SHERLOCK et al vs. BARTELL et al, Flores files a complaint in federal court alleging 
the actions by Bartell and others were, among other things, a violation of Amy and Bikers civil rights.  Additionally, 
Amy alleges that a confidential informant that worked(s) with Razuki had stated that he knew of the events 
surrounding Biker’s death and he states that his death was not a suicide. Indeed, it was alleged that Biker was 
murdered so that his and his family’s financial interests could be bypassed once the CUP’s had been granted.  (See 
EX 3.6-198)  In her sworn Declaration of December 22, 2001, Amy states the facts as she knew them which  
surround her late husbands business dealings with his various relatives and CUP partners.  (See EX 3.7-201)  
 
 In late 2021, having seen little to no movement on the civil litigation matters which Flores had filed, Amy in 
an attempt to bring attention to these events, prepared an email she was going to send to a City of San Diego 
Detective outlining the events surrounding Bikers death.  However, under advice of counsel, Flores instructed 
Amy not to send it.  It’s posted here as it represents her thoughts and comments in late 2001. (See EX 3.8-207) 
 
 We know that Bartell represented Biker as can be seen by his EC-601 Lobby Report No 153775896 dated 
January 19, 2015. (See EX 3.1-159) Amy knew that Biker had a relationship with Bartell but she never met or 
spoke with him.  When asked, she knows very little of what Bartell actually did for Biker.  All she knew, from 
what Biker had told her, was that Bartell was very powerful and to get a CUP in San Diego he had to go through 
Bartell.  When asked, Amy is also unaware of any engagement letter, such as the one that Bartell required of 
Geraci, and presumably all his other clients, which Biker would have had to have with Bartell.  (See EX A1-8)  
 
 Did Michael Sherlock have an executed Engagement Letter with Bartell & Associates for the 8863 Balboa 
Ave Ste. E CUP?  Given the totality of events, the existence of a signed agreement between these two is unlikely.  
To that point, Amy has stated that Biker would not have been the one paying for Bartell’s service.  So, who did 
pay for that service?   Should Biker not willingly surrender approved CUPS in his name, who then benefits from 
those CUPs should Biker meet an untimely death?  For that we only have to consider what services James Bartell 
brings to the table.  Manipulation of ME reports would be a truly atmospheric level of influence but even if that 
were not to be completely proven by an independent analysis of the 12/04/15 ME Report there is another document 
that demands consideration.  Bikers forged signature on the documents that transferred the CUP out of his name 
and over to his partner Bradford Harcourt.    
 
 On February 21, 2020, a forensic analysis was done of the documents Biker purportedly signed 18 days after 
his death, which transferred his shares in the CUP licenses to his partner Harcourt.  A review of the analysis shows 
those documents and the determination that the Biker signature was considered to be forged as another, in a 
growing body of evidence, which shows how these Bartell CUP applications are rife with fraud and crimes that go 
well beyond any low level white-collar criminal activities. (See EX 3.9-219)    
 
 Nothing about these people and their activities cannot be undone.  If we do nothing, nothing will change.  What 
is being described here, in great detail is not a situation limited to just San Diego.  These are conditions that have  
 
 
 



 
evolved since the passing of Prop 64 and the “mad dash” by certain people and groups to secure limited adult-use 
cannabis licenses at any cost that exist across the state.   
 
 To be a client of Bartell and Associates means you are unquestionably sleeping with the devil.  Spending 
money in the Balboa Avenue Cooperative at 8863 Balboa Ave Ste. E San Diego, CA  92123 or the Originals 
Dispensary at 6220 Federal Blvd., San Diego, CA  92114 is subsidizing the abuses Bartell engages in.  When 
purchasing cannabis at these stores you are literally feeding the mouths of the criminals who bribe, rob, extort, 
threaten, intimidate, and even kill those who stand in the way of their dominating the licensed cannabis industry.  
The very least we can do is not contribute to their financial success.        
   
 Lobbyists do not operate in a vacuum.  They operate in the shadows.  They are what is what’s wrong with 
licensed cannabis.  The current state and local licensing regimes reward people like them by creating a system 
where pay to play corruption in cannabis licensing has become a normal way of doing business.  Prior to the 
passing of Prop 64 in California, lobbyists, corrupt politicians and lawyers were not necessary to acquire a cannabis 
license.  Today it seems that it is more often the case when someone interested in acquiring a cannabis license will 
hide behind an LLC, not disclose the true ownership and allow lobbyists and acquire that license regardless of the 
cost to those who applied for and were led to believe that they too had a legitimate shot at acquiring one of these 
highly sought-after licenses.  As can be seen here and in numerous other instances throughout the state, that has 
frequently not been the case.    
 
 Finally, deaths attributed to suicides that are more likely murder, are fairly common in cannabis licensing when 
someone stands in the way of the cannabis oligarchy.  The most common cause of death we see is an overdose of 
cocaine laced with fentanyl.  However, in the case of Michael “Biker” Sherlock, the evidence shows how he 
vigorously fought to save his life, but once overtaken, died by the hands of others.  I received these same types of 
threats and even had an armed robbery committed on my property in which the police did nothing to charge the 
criminals when I gave them their identities and the police had them in custody.  The difference between what 
happened to me, and to Biker is that when I became aware of their malintent, I never took an in person meeting 
with them after that, and I insisted all future communication be done by email.   
 
 This is unacceptable! We must put a stop to this!  It is to that end I write this in the hopes that, in the words of 
the late former Associate Justice of the Supreme Court Louis Brandeis stated, “sunlight is the greatest disinfectant.”  
Our casting a light on those who engage in these shadowy activities must create the change that our law demands.  
It’s simply up to us to demand it.   

 
 

Darryl Cotton 
08/15/22    

 
 

PS: I do not drink or take illegal drugs.  I am NOT suicidal!!!  If anything happens to me that causes my death, it 
will not be by my hand.  If my death should occur, I recommend that any unbiased law enforcement agency 

start their investigation into the cause of my death with those named antagonists contained within this document.    
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Courts Ex 001

__________
Case_312017-00010073.CU-BCCTL

PU blic Relations Government Relations Dept
C43 cIt________

5333 Mission Center Road Suite 115

San Diego CA 92108

619-704-0180

Letter of Agreement

This letter shall serve as an agreement between Bartell Associates Inc California

corporation doing business as Bartell Associates hereafter referred to as BA and

Larry Geraci hereafter referred to as Client

Under terms of this agreement BA will provide public relations and government

relations consulting services for the Client and the Client agrees to make payments for

such services

The term of this agreement is effective November 2015 and will continue until

canceled by mutual agreement of BA and Client with 30 days of written notice by

either party

Consulting services will be billed by BA on monthly retainer of $7500 due the

first of each month

Out-of-pocket expenses will be billed in addition to the project fee and include such

items as mileage parking etc Purchased goods or services such as typesetting

photography printing postage long distance telephone Internet-related services and

related requirements are subject to standard industry markups 17.65% and the cost of

purchased goods or services is in addition to the monthly retainer for professional

services

All printed material will be submitted to Client for approval prior to production and

distribution

In the event Client authorizes BA to place advertising or procure printing on behalf of

the Client Client agrees that BA acts as the Clients agent of record for the purpose of

placing broadcast direct mail outdoor newspaper magazine or Internet advertising

and that BA is authorized to enter on the Clients behalf all contracts necessary to

effectuate the Clients purpose in retaining BA and BA shall be entitled to keep all

customary and usual agency discounts and commissions from such placements

provided that they at no time exceed fifteen 15 percent of the gross retail cost of

advertisement and 17.65 seventeen point six five percent of other bought items and

33 thirty three percent of bought services overseen by BA on Clients behalf

BA also agrees that on or about the fifteenth of each month BA will provide Client

with description of professional services provided if requested and expenses

incurred All bills rendered are due and payable on receipt by Client

Trial Ex 001 -001
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If payment is not received within thirty 30 days of the billing date service charge of

1.5 percent or the amount allowed by law whichever is lower will be applied to the

unpaid balance on monthly basis following the billing date In the event litigation is

necessary for BA to recover its fees and costs Client agrees to pay BA its attorney

fees and costs

It is understood that BA cannot undertake to verify facts supplied to BA by Client or

factual matters included in material prepared by BA and approved by Client Client

agrees to indemnify and hold BA harmless from and against any and all losses

claims damages expenses including reasonable legal expenses or liabilities which

BA may incur based upon information representations reports data or releases

furnished or approved by Client or its representatives for use or release by BA and/or

resulting from disputes between BA and third parties related to and/or within the

scope of this agreement

BA and Client agree that in the event that litigation arises out of this agreement the

jurisdiction and the venue shall be San Diego County California BA and Client also

agree that this agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of California

have read the agreement and commit to the terms described herein

Bartell Associates

Jim Bartell -Geraci
President

__________ /0
Date bate

Trial Ex 001-002
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TAX FINANCIAL CENTER INC 1128
5402 RUFFIN RD STE 200 11-35/1210 CA

SAN DIEGO CA 92123-1301 7132

/0 -9--/
Date

Pay to the

Dollars

BankoEmIca
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Development Services Department

Approval #2114346 - Conditional Use Permit

Approval Information

Status Created

Issued

Issued by

Permit 

Holder

Net 

Change 

DU

Valuation $0.00

Sq. 

Footage

First 

Inspection

Complete 

Date

Scope

Job

CompletionInspectionIssuanceApplication

03/14/2018
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Map

Address 6220 1/3 FEDERAL BL 

APN 543-020-04-00

BC Codes

Project

Project ID 598124 (/Web/Projects/Details/598124)

Account 24007747

Admin 

Hold

No

Project 

Name

Federal Blvd Marijuana Outlet

Project 

Contact

Cac, Cherlyn

(619)236-6327

ccac@sandiego.gov 

Project 

Scope

ENCANTO (Process 3) Conditional Use Permit to operate a Marijuana Outlet (MO) located at APN 

543-020-400 on Federal Boulevard with the removal and demolition of existing structures and

construct a 2,436-square-foot building. The 0.11 acre lot, located on the north side of Federal 

Boulevard and east of Winnett Street, is in the CO-2-1 zone within the Encanto Neighborhoods 

Community Plan area. Council District 4.

Fees 

Type Category Quantity Type Unit Status

There are no Fees associated with this approval

Exceptions 
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Status Exception

There are no Exceptions associated with this approval

Inspections 

ID Tier InspType Status Inspector Scheduled Performed Result Discipline

There are no Inspections associated with this approval

Issues 

Created Created by Tier Issue Cleared Cleared by Note Class

There are no Issues associated with this approval

Dependent Approvals 

Approval ID Type Status Required Current Status Impact

There are no Dependent Approvals associated with this approval

Dependent Packages 

Package Name Added By Added Date Requirement Met Tier

There are no Dependent Packages associated with this approval

Data TimeStamp: 04/05/2018 16:18:48 

Approval Status FAQ (https://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/opendsd/approvalreports.shtml)
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DATE ISSUED: October 10, 2018 REPORT NO. HO-18-097 

HEARING DATE:         October 17, 2018 

SUBJECT: Federal Blvd. Marijuana Outlet, Process Three Decision 

PROJECT NUMBER: 598124 

OWNER/APPLICANT: John Ek, Owner/2018FMO, LLC, Applicant 

SUMMARY 

Issue:  Should the Hearing Officer approve the construction of a two-story commercial 
building for a proposed Marijuana Outlet on Federal Boulevard at Assessor’s Parcel Number 
543-020-0400 within the Encanto Neighborhoods Community Plan area?

Staff Recommendation:  Approve Conditional Use Permit No. 2114346. 

Community Planning Group Recommendation: On September 17, 2018, the Encanto 
Neighborhoods Community Planning Group voted 7-4-1 to recommend approval 
(Attachment 9).  

Environmental Review:  This project was determined to be categorically exempt from the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15303 (c) (New Construction 
or Conversion of Small Structures).  This project is not pending an appeal of the 
environmental determination. The environmental exemption determination for this project 
was made on August 30, 2018, and the opportunity to appeal that determination ended 
September 14, 2018.  

BACKGROUND 

In 1996, the people of the State of California passed Proposition 215, the Compassionate Use Act, 
which allows the use of marijuana for medical purposes when recommended by a physician and 
exempts the patient and the primary caregiver from criminal prosecution. In 2004, Senate Bill 420, 
the Medical Marijuana Program Act (MMP) became law.  The MMP requires the California 
Department of Public Health (DPH) to establish and maintain a program for the voluntary 
registration of qualified medical marijuana patients and their primary caregivers through a 
statewide identification card system, sets possession guidelines for cardholders, and recognizes a 
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qualified right to collective and cooperative cultivation of medical marijuana.  In 2008, the California 
Attorney General established guidelines for Medical Marijuana Collective Operations and allowed 
cities to adopt and enforce laws consistent with the MMP.   

On March 25, 2014, the City of San Diego adopted Ordinance No. O-20356 to implement regulations 
for Medical Marijuana Consumer Cooperatives (MMCCs), which allowed MMCCs with the approval of 
a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), and limited MMCCs to four per Council District for a total of 36 
MMCCs City-wide.  A total of 15 MMCCs have been approved to date. 

On November 2016, the people of the State of California approved Proposition 64, the Adult Use of 
Marijuana Act (AUMA). The AUMA allows adults 21 years of age or older to legally grow, possess, and 
use cannabis for non-medicinal purposes, with certain restrictions. The California State Legislature 
passed Senate Bill 94 (Chapter 27) on June 2017 that integrated Medical Cannabis Regulation and 
Safety Act (MCRSA) with AUMA to create the Medicinal and Adult‐Use Cannabis Regulation and 
Safety Act (MAUCRSA) contained in Division 10 of the California Business and Professions Code 
(§26000 et seq.). Under MAUCRSA, a single regulatory system governs the medical and adult-use
cannabis industry in California.

A local jurisdiction may adopt and enforce local ordinances that regulate land use requirements as it 
deems necessary to reduce potential impacts associated with marijuana use.  On February 22, 2017, 
Ordinance No. O-20793 was approved, which included amendments to the Land Development Code 
and the Local Coastal Program, replacing the MMCC use with a new retail sales use, Marijuana 
Outlet (Outlet).  The Ordinance became effective in areas of the City of San Diego outside of the 
Coastal Overlay Zone on April 12, 2017, and within the Coastal Overlay Zone on October 12, 2017.  

An Outlet may be allowed with the approval of a Process Three, CUP, provided each Council District 
is limited to four Outlets.  An Outlet allows the sale of both medicinal and recreational marijuana, 
and subject to State licensing requirements.   A total of five Outlets have been approved to date, 
with 1 in Council District 1 and 4 in Council District 7.  The 15 previously approved MMCCs are 
allowed to operate as Outlets for the remaining term of the CUP without an amendment pursuant to 
Ordinance No. O-20793, and would be allowed the retail sale of marijuana upon obtaining the 
required State license.   

The 0.11-acre site is located at Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 543-020-0400 on Federal Boulevard, 
between 6196 Federal Boulevard and 6230 Federal Boulevard, in the Encanto Neighborhood 
Community Plan (ENCP) area (Attachment 1).  The ENCP designates this parcel as Community 
Commercial and Residential Prohibited (Attachment 2).  The site contains a shipping container, 
mobile trailers, vehicles, and a shade structure that will be removed for the development of the 
property with a new building, landscaping, and parking (Attachment 3).  The parcel fronts Federal 
Boulevard with an employment training center south of site and the adjacent use to the north is a 
warehouse store.  The adjacent use to the west is a market and to the east is an auto service.  
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DISCUSSION 

Project Description: 

The proposed Outlet is allowed in the CO-2-1 Zone of the ENCP with a CUP pursuant to San Diego 
Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 141.0504.  The 0.11-acre site proposes construction of a two-story, 
1,682 square-foot building for the proposed Outlet located at Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 543-
020-0400 on Federal Boulevard.  The proposed Outlet building will include an entry area, sales area,
restroom, and administrative facilities.  The new building would comply with the California Building
Code, Plumbing Code, Mechanical Code, Electrical Code, Fire Code and all adopted referenced
standards, and would be reviewed for conformance during the construction permit application
phase.  Public improvements would include removal of the existing driveway and replace it with
curb, gutter, and sidewalk; construction of a new 20-foot driveway; and dedicate and improve an
additional 2-feet on Federal Boulevard to provide a 10-foot curb-to-property-line distance.  The
minimum required number of parking spaces for the proposed Marijuana Outlet is zero pursuant to
SDMC 142.0540, Table 142-05H.  However, the project proposes 3 on-site parking spaces.  In
addition, the proposed development will have landscaping and a street tree.

Community Plan Consistency: 

The project site is designated for Community Commercial use by the ENCP.  The Community 
Commercial land use designation provides for shopping areas with retail, service, civic, and office 
uses for the community at large within 3 to 6 miles.  Residential uses are prohibited in the 
Community Commercial land use area.  Development in the Community Commercial area 
encourages active storefronts, outdoor seating and pedestrian-oriented design.  The proposed 
development implements the community plan policies by providing an active and pedestrian-
oriented ground floor with pedestrian access and developing the site with a two-story building.  The 
proposed development provides transparency on the street with the active uses of a lobby and 
retail.  The proposed Outlet, classified as retail sales, is consistent with the community plan 
designation.      

Separation Requirements: 

The SDMC allows the operation of Outlets in specific land use zones of the City and provides 
regulations for Marijuana Outlets. One of the criteria of the SDMC is the minimum separation 
requirements between an Outlet and other specified uses.  SDMC Section 141.0504(a) requires a 
1,000-foot separation from resource and population–based city parks, other marijuana outlets, 
churches, child care centers, playgrounds, libraries owned and operated by the City of San Diego, 
minor-oriented facilities, residential care facilities, and schools.  In addition, there is a minimum 
distance requirement of 100 feet from all residentially zoned properties.  City staff has reviewed the 
100/1,000-foot radius map (Attachment 7) and 100/1,000-foot spreadsheet (Attachment 8) provided 
by the applicant identifying all the existing uses.  The proposed Outlet complies with the minimum 
separation requirements between uses.     
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Operational and Security Requirements: 

The proposed Outlet is subject to specific operational requirements and restrictions as set forth in 
SDMC Section 141.0504 (b) through (m), which are incorporated as conditions in the CUP 
(Attachment 5).  These include prohibition of consultation by medical professionals on-site, 
prohibition of the use of specified vending machines except by a responsible person (as defined by 
the SDMC), provision of interior and exterior lighting, operable cameras, alarms, and a security 
guard, restriction of hours of operation to between 7:00 am and 9:00 pm daily, maintenance of area 
and adjacent public sidewalks free of litter and graffiti, and removal of graffiti within 24 hours, and 
restriction of signage to business name, two-colors signs, and alphabetic characters. Outlets must 
also comply with SDMC Chapter 4, Article 2, Division 15 which provides guidelines for lawful 
operation. 

The applicant has also voluntarily agreed to the following additional security conditions in order to 
improve the safety of customers and the surrounding neighborhood and also to prevent any 
potential adverse impacts on the community: 

• The provision of operable surveillance cameras and a metal detector;
• Use of cameras with a recording device that maintains records for a minimum of 30 days;
• Two security guards must be on the premises during business hours, and at least one

security guard must be on the premises 24 hours a day, seven days a week;
• Installation of bullet resistant glass, plastic, or laminate shield at the reception area to

protect employees; and
• Installation of bullet resistant armor panels or solid grouted masonry block walls, designed

by a licensed professional, in common areas with other tenants, and vault room.

Conclusion 

City staff has reviewed the Conditional Use Permit application for an Outlet at this location and 
determined the project is consistent with the land use and development standards in effect for this 
site.  The project is not requesting and does not require any deviation or variance from the 
applicable regulations and policy documents.  Staff has provided draft findings (Attachment 4) to 
support the proposed project and draft conditions of approval (Attachment 5).  Staff is 
recommending the Hearing Officer approve the project as presented.   

ALTERNATIVES 

1. Approve Conditional Use Permit No. 2114346, with modifications.

2. Deny Conditional Use Permit No. 2114346, if the findings required to approve the project
cannot be affirmed.
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Respectfully submitted, 

Cherlyn Cac 
Development Project Manager 

Attachments: 

1. Project Location Map 
2. Community Plan Land Use Map 
3. Aerial Photograph 
4. Draft Resolution with Findings 
5. Draft Permit with Conditions 
6. Environmental Exemption 
7. 100/1,000-foot Radius Map 
8. 100/1,000-foot Radius Spreadsheet 
9. Community Planning Group Recommendation 
10. Ownership Disclosure Statement 
11. Project Plans 
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HEARING OFFICER RESOLUTION NO.  __________  
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 2114346 

FEDERAL BOULEVARD MARIJUANA OUTLET - PROJECT NO. 598124 

WHEREAS, JOHN CARL EK and EDITH PHYLLIS EK, Trustees of the Ek Family Trust, Owner, and 

2018FM, LLC, a California Limited Liability Company, Permittee, filed an application with the City of 

San Diego for a permit to operate a Marijuana Outlet and construct a two-story, 1,682 square-foot 

building (as described in and by reference to the approved Exhibits "A" and corresponding 

conditions of approval for the associated Permit No. 2114346), on portions of a 0.11-acre site; 

WHEREAS, the project site is located on Federal Boulevard, Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 

543-020-0400, in the CO-2-1 Zone within the Encanto Neighborhoods Community Plan area;

WHEREAS, the project site is legally described as The Northeasterly 50 feet of Lot 24 of Map 

No. 2121, in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, State of California, filed in the Office of the 

County Recorder of San Diego County on July 20, 1928; 

WHEREAS, on October 17, 2018, the Hearing Officer of the City of San Diego considered 

Conditional Use Permit No. 2114346 pursuant to the Land Development Code of the City of San 

Diego;  

BE IT RESOLVED by the Hearing Officer of the City of San Diego, that it adopts the following 

findings with respect to Conditional Use Permit No. 2114346: 

A. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT [SDMC Section 126.0305]

1. Findings for all Conditional Use Permits:

a. The proposed development will not adversely affect the applicable land use
plan.

The project proposes a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to operate a Marijuana Outlet 
(Outlet) and construct a 1,682 square-foot building at APN 543-020-0400 on Federal 
Boulevard.  The 0.11-acre site is in the CO-2-1 Zone of the Encanto Neighborhoods 
Community Plan (ENCP). 
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The site is designated Community Commercial of the ENCP.  The Community 
Commercial land use designation provides for shopping areas with retail, service, civic, 
and office uses for the community at large within 3 to 6 miles.  Residential uses are 
prohibited in the Community Commercial land use area.  Development in the 
Community Commercial area encourages active storefronts, outdoor seating and 
pedestrian-oriented design.  The proposed development implements the community 
plan policies by providing an active and pedestrian-oriented ground floor with 
pedestrian access and developing the site with a two-story building.  The proposed 
development provides transparency on the street with the active uses of a lobby and 
retail.  The proposed Outlet, classified as retail sales, is consistent with the community 
plan designation.  Thus, the proposed Outlet is a compatible use at this location with a 
Conditional Use Permit and is consistent with the community plan.  Therefore, the 
proposed Outlet will not adversely affect the applicable land use plan.     

b. The proposed development will not be detrimental to the public health, safety,
and welfare.

The proposed Outlet and construction of a two-story, 1,682 square-foot building is 
located at APN 543-020-0400 on Federal Boulevard.  The new building proposes an entry 
area, sales area, restroom, and administrative facilities.  The proposed development will 
not be detrimental to the public’s health, safety and welfare because the discretionary 
permit controlling the development and continued use of this site contains specific 
regulatory conditions of approval. These regulations, which are implemented and 
enforced through the permit, are specifically intended to reduce, mitigate and/or 
prevent all adverse impacts to the public and community at large.  

Approval of the CUP would allow the sale of marijuana to be conditioned in order to 
prevent potential adverse impacts on the community. The proposed Outlet is subject to 
specific operational requirements and restrictions as set forth in SDMC Section 141.0504 
(b) through (m), which have also been incorporated as conditions in the CUP, including
prohibiting consultation by medical professionals on-site, prohibiting the use of specified
vending machines except by a responsible person (as defined by the SDMC), provision of
interior and exterior lighting, alarms, restriction of hours of operation to between 7:00
am and 9:00 pm daily, maintenance of area and adjacent public sidewalks free of litter
and graffiti, and removal of graffiti within 24 hours, and restriction of signage to business
name, two-color signs, and alphabetic characters.

In addition to the above, the CUP includes additional security conditions to improve the 
safety of the building and surrounding neighborhood, including the provision of 
operable surveillance cameras and a metal detector, use of cameras with a recording 
device that maintains records for a minimum of 30 days, two security guards during 
business hours with one security guard present on the premises 24 hours a day, seven 
days a week, installation of bullet resistant glass, plastic, or laminate shield at the 
reception area to protect employees, and installation of bullet resistant armor panels or 
solid grouted masonry block walls, designed by a licensed professional, in common 
areas with other tenants, reception area, and vault room. Outlets must also comply with 
SDMC Chapter 4, Article 2, Division 15 which provides guidelines for lawful operation.  

A2.2-30



ATTACHMENT 4 

Page 3 of 5 

Furthermore, construction of the project authorized through this permit will be subject 
to all adopted building, electrical, mechanical, fire and plumbing codes, which will be 
enforced through construction review and building inspections.   

Outlets require compliance with San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 141.0504 (a), 
which require a 1,000-foot separation, measured between property lines from, resource 
and population-based City parks, churches, child care centers, playgrounds, City libraries, 
minor-oriented facilities, residential care facilities, and schools. Outlets also require a 
minimum distance requirement of 100 feet from a residential zone.  The proposed 
Outlet complies with the separation requirements between uses set forth in SDMC 
Section 141.0504 (a).   

The proposed project will be required to comply with the development conditions as 
described in the CUP No. 2114346.  The CUP No. 2114346 will be valid for five years and 
may be revoked if the Owner or Permittee violates the terms, conditions, lawful 
requirements, or provisions of the Permit. 

The proposed development will not be detrimental to the public's health, safety, and 
welfare in that the discretionary permit controlling the use of this site contains specific 
regulatory conditions of approval, as referenced in CUP No. 2114346.  The referenced 
regulations and conditions have been determined as necessary to avoid adverse impact 
upon the health, safety, and welfare. Therefore, the proposed MPF will not be 
detrimental to the public health, safety and welfare. 

c. The proposed development will comply with the regulations of the Land
Development Code including any allowable deviations pursuant to the Land
Development Code.

The project proposes the operation of an Outlet and construction of a two-story, 1,682 
square-foot building at APN 543-020-0400 on Federal Boulevard.  The 0.11-acre site is 
located in the CO-2-1 Zone and an Outlet is allowed in the CO-2-1 Zone with a CUP 
pursuant to SDMC Sections 131.0522 and 141.0504.  The proposed two-story building 
complies with the development regulations of the commercial zone.  Staff’s review of the 
project concluded the proposed development is consistent with all relevant regulations 
of the Land Development Code.  There are no proposed variances or deviations to the 
development regulations of the Land Development Code for this development.     

Outlets require compliance with SDMC Section 141.0504 (a), which require a 1,000-foot 
separation, measured between property lines from, resource and population-based City 
parks, churches, child care centers, playgrounds, City libraries, minor-oriented facilities, 
residential care facilities, and schools. Outlets also require a minimum distance 
requirement of 100 feet from a residential zone.  The proposed Outlet complies with the 
separation requirements between uses set forth in SDMC Section 141.0504 (a).  The 
proposed Outlet is subject to specific operations requirements for security, as 
referenced in CUP No. 2114346, in lighting, security cameras, alarms, and security 
guards.  Outlets must also comply with SDMC Chapter 4, Article 2, Division 15 which 
provides guidelines for lawful operation. 
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The CUP for the project includes various conditions and corresponding exhibits of 
approval relevant to achieving compliance with all the relevant regulations of the SDMC 
for an Outlet. No variance or deviations are requested as part of this application, nor are 
any required to approve the CUP. Therefore, the proposed development will comply with 
the regulations of the Land Development Code.        

d. The proposed use is appropriate at the proposed location.

The project proposes a CUP to allow the operation of an Outlet and construct a two-
story, 1,682 square-foot building at APN 543-020-0400 on Federal Boulevard.  The 0.11-
acre site is located in the CO-2-1 Zone of the ENCP.  The purpose of the CO zone is to 
provide areas for employment uses with limited, complementary retail uses and 
residential uses as specified.  In the CO-2-1 Zone, residential development is prohibited.    
The CO-2-1 Zone is intended to accommodate office uses with a neighborhood scale and 
orientation.  An Outlet is allowed in the CO-2-1 Zone with a CUP pursuant to SDMC 
Sections 131.0522 and 141.0504.     

The site is designated Community Commercial of the ENCP.  The Community 
Commercial land use designation provides for shopping areas with retail, service, civic, 
and office uses for the community at large within 3 to 6 miles.  Residential uses are 
prohibited in the Community Commercial land use area.  Development in the 
Community Commercial area encourages active storefronts, outdoor seating and 
pedestrian-oriented design.  The proposed development implements the community 
plan policies by providing an active and pedestrian-oriented ground floor with 
pedestrian access and developing the site with a two-story building.  The proposed 
development provides transparency on the street with the active uses of a lobby and 
retail.  The proposed Outlet, classified as retail sales, is consistent with the community 
plan designation.  Thus, the proposed Outlet is a compatible use at this location with a 
Conditional Use Permit and is consistent with the community plan designation and zone.  

Outlets require compliance with San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 141.0504 (a), 
which require a 1,000-foot separation, measured between property lines from, resource 
and population-based City parks, churches, child care centers, playgrounds, City libraries, 
minor-oriented facilities, residential care facilities, and schools. Outlets also require a 
minimum distance requirement of 100 feet from a residential zone.  The proposed 
Outlet complies with the separation requirements between uses set forth in SDMC 
Section 1141.0504 (a).  The proposed Outlet is subject to specific operations 
requirements for security, as referenced in CUP No. 2114346, in lighting, security 
cameras, alarms, and security guards.  Outlets must also comply with SDMC Chapter 4, 
Article 2, Division 15 which provides guidelines for lawful operation. 

The proposed Outlet is consistent with all land development regulations relevant for the 
site and the use.  No deviations are required or requested to approve the Conditional 
Use Permit.  The proposed Outlet is classified as retail sales use for this location with a 
Conditional Use Permit. Therefore, based on all the facts cited above and conditions of 
approval, the proposed Outlet is an appropriate use at the proposed location. 
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The above findings are supported by the minutes, maps and exhibits, all of which are 

incorporated herein by this reference. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that, based on the findings hereinbefore adopted by the Hearing 

Officer, Conditional Use Permit No. 2114346, is hereby GRANTED by the Hearing Officer to the 

referenced Owner/Permittee, in the form, exhibits, terms and conditions as set forth in Permit No. 

2114346, a copy of which is attached hereto and made a part hereof. 

Cherlyn Cac 
Development Project Manager 
Development Services 

Adopted on:  October 17, 2018 

IO#: 24007747 
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES  
PERMIT INTAKE, MAIL STATION 

501 

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT 

PERMIT CLERK 
MAIL STATION 501 

INTERNAL ORDER NUMBER: 24007747 SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 2114346 
FEDERAL BOULEVARD MARIJUANA OUTLET PROJECT NO. 598124 

HEARING OFFICER 

This Conditional Use Permit No. 2114346 (“Permit”) is granted by the Hearing Officer of the City of 
San Diego to John Carl Ek and Edith Phyllis Ek, Trustees of the Ek Family Trust, dated January 5, 1994, 
Owner, and 2018FMO, LLC, a California Limited Liability Company, Permittee, pursuant to San Diego 
Municipal Code [SDMC] section 126.0305. The 0.11-acre site is located at Assessor’s Parcel Number 
(APN) 543-020-0400 on Federal Blvd. in the CO-2-1 Zone within the Encanto Neighborhoods 
Community Plan area.  The project site is legally described as: The Northeasterly 50 feet of Lot 24 of 
Map No. 2121, in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, State of California, filed in the Office of 
the County Recorder of San Diego County, on July 20, 1928.   

Subject to the terms and conditions set forth in this Permit, permission is granted to Owner 
and Permittee to operate a Marijuana Outlet described and identified by size, dimension, quantity, 
type, and location on the approved exhibits [Exhibit "A"] dated October 17, 2018, on file in the 
Development Services Department. 

The project shall include: 

a. Construction of a two-story, 1,682 square-foot building;

b. Operation of Marijuana Outlet in a two-story, 1,682 square-foot building at Assessor’s
Parcel Number (APN) 543-020-0400 on Federal Boulevard;

c. Landscaping (planting, irrigation and landscape related improvements);

d. Off-street parking; and

e. Public and private accessory improvements determined by the Development Services
Department to be consistent with the land use and development standards for this site in
accordance with the adopted community plan, the California Environmental Quality Act
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[CEQA] and the CEQA Guidelines, the City Engineer’s requirements, zoning regulations, 
conditions of this Permit, and any other applicable regulations of the SDMC.  

STANDARD REQUIREMENTS: 

1. This Permit must be utilized within thirty-six (36) months after the date on which all rights of
appeal have expired.  If this permit is not utilized in accordance with Chapter 12, Article 6, Division 1
of the SDMC within the 36 month period, this permit shall be void unless an Extension of Time has
been granted.  Any such Extension of Time must meet all SDMC requirements and applicable
guidelines in effect at the time the extension is considered by the appropriate decision maker. This
permit must be utilized by November 1, 2021.

2. This Permit and corresponding use of this site shall expire on November 1, 2023.  The
Owner/Permittee may request that the expiration date be extended in accordance with SDMC
Section 141.0504(n).

3. No permit for the construction, occupancy, or operation of any facility or improvement
described herein shall be granted, nor shall any activity authorized by this Permit be conducted on
the premises until:

a. The Owner/Permittee signs and returns the Permit to the Development Services
Department; and

b. The Permit is recorded in the Office of the San Diego County Recorder.

c. A Marijuana Outlet Permit issued by the Development Services Department is approved
in accordance with SDMC Section 42.1504.

4. While this Permit is in effect, the subject property shall be used only for the purposes and
under the terms and conditions set forth in this Permit unless otherwise authorized by the
appropriate City decision maker.

5. This Permit is a covenant running with the subject property and all of the requirements and
conditions of this Permit and related documents shall be binding upon the Owner/Permittee and
any successor(s) in interest.

6. The continued use of this Permit shall be subject to the regulations of this and any other
applicable governmental agency.

7. The Owner/Permittee shall secure all necessary construction permits.  The Owner/Permittee is
informed that to secure these permits, substantial building modifications and site improvements
may be required to comply with applicable building, fire, mechanical, and plumbing codes, and State
and Federal disability access laws.
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8. Construction plans shall be in substantial conformity to Exhibit “A.”  Changes, modifications, or
alterations to the construction plans are prohibited unless appropriate application(s) or
amendment(s) to this Permit have been granted.

9. All of the conditions contained in this Permit have been considered and were determined
necessary to make the findings required for approval of this Permit.  The Permit holder is required
to comply with each and every condition in order to maintain the entitlements that are granted by
this Permit.

If any condition of this Permit, on a legal challenge by the Owner/Permittee of this Permit, is found 
or held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, unenforceable, or unreasonable, this 
Permit shall be void.  However, in such an event, the Owner/Permittee shall have the right, by paying 
applicable processing fees, to bring a request for a new permit without the "invalid" conditions(s) 
back to the discretionary body which approved the Permit for a determination by that body as to 
whether all of the findings necessary for the issuance of the proposed permit can still be made in 
the absence of the "invalid" condition(s).  Such hearing shall be a hearing de novo, and the 
discretionary body shall have the absolute right to approve, disapprove, or modify the proposed 
permit and the condition(s) contained therein. 

10. The Owner/Permittee shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers,
and employees from any and all claims, actions, proceedings, damages, judgments, or costs,
including attorney’s fees, against the City or its agents, officers, or employees, relating to the
issuance of this permit including, but not limited to, any action to attack, set aside, void, challenge,
or annul this development approval and any environmental document or decision.  The City will
promptly notify Owner/Permittee of any claim, action, or proceeding and, if the City should fail to
cooperate fully in the defense, the Owner/Permittee shall not thereafter be responsible to defend,
indemnify, and hold harmless the City or its agents, officers, and employees.  The City may elect to
conduct its own defense, participate in its own defense, or obtain independent legal counsel in
defense of any claim related to this indemnification. In the event of such election, Owner/Permittee
shall pay all of the costs related thereto, including without limitation reasonable attorney’s fees and
costs. In the event of a disagreement between the City and Owner/Permittee regarding litigation
issues, the City shall have the authority to control the litigation and make litigation related decisions,
including, but not limited to, settlement or other disposition of the matter. However, the
Owner/Permittee shall not be required to pay or perform any settlement unless such settlement is
approved by Owner/Permittee.

PLANNING/DESIGN REQUIREMENTS: 

11. All automobile, motorcycle and bicycle parking spaces must be constructed in accordance with
the requirements of the SDMC. All on-site parking stalls and aisle widths shall be in compliance with
requirements of the City's Land Development Code and shall not be converted and/or utilized for
any other purpose, unless otherwise authorized in writing by the appropriate City decision maker in
accordance with the SDMC.

12. The Owner/Permittee must provide and maintain an accessible path from the building
entrance to the public street.
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13. The sale of marijuana shall be prohibited without a valid license from the State authorizing
such activity.

14. The Marijuana Outlet must comply with Chapter 4, Article 2, Division 15 of the San Diego
Municipal Code, including obtaining a Marijuana Outlet Permit, and Background Checks and
Reporting Convictions.

15. Consultations by medical professionals shall not be a permitted accessory use at this
Marijuana Outlet.

16. Deliveries shall be permitted as an accessory use to and from APN 543-020-0400 on Federal
Boulevard.  Each delivery person shall be employed by the Owner or Permittee, the successor, or the
person using the property at APN 543-020-0400 on Federal Boulevard that is subject to this Permit.

17. The Owner/Permittee shall provide lighting to illuminate the interior of the Marijuana Outlet,
façade, and the immediate surrounding area, including any accessory uses, parking lots, and
adjoining sidewalks.  Lighting shall be hooded or oriented so as to deflect light away from adjacent
properties.

18. The Owner/Permittee shall install and maintain operable security cameras and a metal
detector for security to the satisfaction of Development Services Department.  The security cameras
shall have and use a recording device that maintains the recordings for a minimum of 30 days.  This
Marijuana Outlet shall also include alarms and two security guards. The security guards shall be
licensed by the State of California.  Two security guards must be on the premises during business
hours.  At least one security guard must be on the premises 24 hours a day, seven days a week.  The
security guards should only be engaged in activities related to providing security for the Marijuana
Outlet, except on an incidental basis.

19. The Owner/Permittee shall install a combination of full-height bullet resistant glass, plastic or
laminate shield and bullet resistant armor panels or solid grouted masonry block walls, designed by
a licensed professional, at the reception area.

20. The Owner/Permittee shall install full-height bullet resistant armor panels or solid grouted
masonry block walls, designed by a licensed professional, at all walls adjoining common areas and
other tenants, and vault room.

21. A primary sign shall be posted on the outside of the Marijuana Outlet and shall only contain
the name of the business, which shall contain only alphabetic characters, and shall be limited to two
colors. Ground signs shall not be pole signs.

22. The Owner/Permittee shall post and maintain a sign showing the name and emergency
contact phone number of an operator or manager in a location visible from outside the Marijuana
Outlet in font size at least two inches in height.
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23. The Marijuana Outlet shall operate only between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m., seven
days a week.

24. The use of vending machines which allow access to marijuana and marijuana products except
by a responsible person, as defined in the SDMC Section 42.1502, is prohibited.  For purposes of this
Section, a vending machine is any device which allows access to marijuana and marijuana products
without a human intermediary.

25. The Owner/Permittee shall maintain the Marijuana Outlet, adjacent public sidewalks, and
areas under the control of the Owner/Permittee, free of litter and graffiti at all times.

26. The Owner/Permittee shall provide for daily removal of trash, litter, and debris.  Graffiti shall
be removed from the premises within 24 hours.

27. The Owner/Permittee shall provide a sufficient odor absorbing ventilation and exhaust system
capable of eliminating excessive or offensive odors causing discomfort or annoyance to any
reasonable person of normal sensitivities standing outside of the structural envelope of this
Marijuana Outlet facility in compliance with SDMC Section 142.0710.

28. Medical marijuana, recreational marijuana, or marijuana products, in any form, shall not be
consumed anywhere within the property.

LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS: 

29. Prior to issuance of any grading permit, the Owner/Permittee shall submit complete
construction documents for the revegetation and hydro-seeding of all disturbed land in accordance
with the City of San Diego Landscape Standards, Stormwater Design Manual, and to the satisfaction
of the Development Services Department. All plans shall be in substantial conformance to this
permit (including Environmental conditions) and Exhibit "A," on file in the Development Services
Department.

30. Prior to the issuance of any construction permits for right-of-way improvements, the
Owner/Permittee shall submit complete landscape construction documents for right-of-way
improvements to the Development Services Department for approval. Improvement plans shall
provide for additional trees in the right-of-way to achieve a minimum rate of one canopy tree per 30-
linear-feet of street frontage, excluding curb cuts. Plans shall show, label, and dimension a 40-
square-feet area around each tree which is unencumbered by utilities.  Driveways, utilities, drains,
water and sewer laterals shall be designed so as not to prohibit the placement of street trees.

31. Prior to issuance of any building permit (including shell), the Owner/Permittee shall submit
complete landscape and irrigation construction documents, which are consistent with the
Landscape Standards, to the Development Services Department for approval. The construction
documents shall be in substantial conformance with Exhibit "A," Landscape Development Plan, on
file in the Development Services Department. Construction plans shall provide a 40-square-foot area
around each tree that is unencumbered by hardscape and utilities unless otherwise approved per
§142.0403(b)5.
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32. In the event that a foundation only permit is requested by the Owner/Permittee, a site plan or
staking layout plan, shall be submitted to the Development Services Department identifying all
landscape areas consistent with Exhibit "A," Landscape Development Plan, on file in the
Development Services Department. These landscape areas shall be clearly identified with a distinct
symbol, noted with dimensions, and labeled as ‘landscaping area.’

33. The Owner/Permittee shall be responsible for the maintenance of all landscape improvements
shown on the approved plans, including right-of-way, unless long-term maintenance of said
landscaping shall be the responsibility of a Landscape Maintenance District or another entity
approved by the Development Services Department.  All required landscape shall be maintained in a
disease, weed, and litter free condition at all times consistent with the City of San Diego Landscape
Regulations and Standards.  Severe pruning or "topping" of trees is not permitted.

34. If any required landscape (including existing or new plantings, hardscape, landscape features,
etc.) indicated on the approved construction document plans is damaged or removed during
demolition or construction, the Owner/Permittee shall repair and/or replace in kind and equivalent
size per the approved documents to the satisfaction of the Development Services Department
within 30 days of damage or Certificate of Occupancy.

ENGINEERING REQUIREMENTS: 

35. The project proposes to export no material from the project site. Any excavated material that
is exported, shall be exported to a legal disposal site in accordance with the Standard Specifications
for Public Works Construction (the "Green Book"), 2015 edition and Regional Supplement
Amendments adopted by Regional Standards Committee.

36. The drainage system proposed for this development, as shown on the site plan, is private and
subject to approval by the City Engineer.

37. Prior to the issuance of any construction permits, the Owner/Permittee shall assure, by permit
and bond, the removal of existing driveway and replace it with curb, gutter and sidewalk per City
Standard, adjacent to the site on Federal Boulevard, satisfactory to the City Engineer.

38. Prior to the issuance of any construction permits, the Owner/Permittee shall assure, by permit
and bond, the construction of a new 20-foot driveway per current City Standards, adjacent to the
site on Federal Boulevard, satisfactory to the City Engineer.

39. Prior to the issuance of any construction permits, the Owner/Permittee shall dedicate and
improve an additional 2-feet on Federal Boulevard to provide a 10-foot curb-to-property-line
distance, satisfactory to the City Engineer.

40. Whenever street rights-of-way are required to be dedicated, it is the responsibility of the
Owner/Permittee to provide the right-of-way free and clear of all encumbrances and prior
easements.  The Applicant must secure "subordination agreements" for minor distribution facilities
and/or "joint-use agreements" for major transmission facilities.
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41. Prior to the issuance of any construction permits, the Owner/Permittee shall obtain an
Encroachment Maintenance Removal Agreement, from the City Engineer, for the pavers in the
Federal Boulevard Right-of-Way.

42. Prior to the issuance of any construction permits, the Owner/Permittee shall obtain an
Encroachment Maintenance Removal Agreement, from the City Engineer, for any landscaping in the
Federal Boulevard Right-of-Way.

43. Prior to the issuance of any construction permit the Permittee shall submit a Water Pollution
Control Plan (WPCP). The WPCP shall be prepared in accordance with the guidelines in Appendix E of
the City's Storm Water Standards.

44. Prior to the issuance of any construction permits, the Owner/Permittee shall obtain an
Encroachment Maintenance Removal Agreement, from the City Engineer, for the nonstandard
driveway in the Federal Boulevard Right-of-Way.

INFORMATION ONLY: 

• The issuance of this discretionary permit alone does not allow the immediate commencement
or continued operation of the proposed use on site. Any operation allowed by this
discretionary permit may only begin or recommence after all conditions listed on this permit
are fully completed and all required ministerial permits have been issued and received final
inspection.

• Any party on whom fees, dedications, reservations, or other exactions have been imposed as
conditions of approval of this Permit, may protest the imposition within ninety days of the
approval of this development permit by filing a written protest with the City Clerk pursuant to
California Government Code section 66020.

• This development may be subject to impact fees at the time of construction permit issuance.

• Cannabis businesses that operate or provide services within the City of San Diego are liable for
a monthly gross receipts tax.  As referenced in San Diego Municipal Code Section 34.0103 (b),
taxable activities include but are not limited to, transporting, manufacturing, cultivating,
packaging, or retail sales of cannabis and any ancillary products in the City.  For additional
information, contact the Office of the City Treasurer at 619-615-1580.

APPROVED by the Hearing Officer of the City of San Diego on October 17, 2018 and Resolution 
Number (to be determined).   
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Permit Type/PTS Approval No.:   Conditional Use Permit No. 2114346 
Date of Approval: October 17, 2018 

AUTHENTICATED BY THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

_____________________________________ 
Cherlyn Cac 
Development Project Manager 

NOTE:  Notary acknowledgment 
must be attached per Civil Code 
section 1189 et seq. 

The undersigned Owner/Permittee, by execution hereof, agrees to each and every condition of 
this Permit and promises to perform each and every obligation of Owner/Permittee hereunder. 

JOHN CARL EK, 
Trustee of the Ek Family Trust, 
dated January 5, 1994 
Owner  

By _________________________________ 
Name: 
Title:  

EDITH PHYLLIS EK, 
Trustee of the Ek Family Trust, 
dated January 5, 1994 
Owner  

By _________________________________ 
Name: 
Title:  

2018FMO, LLC 
Permittee 

By _________________________________ 
Name: 
Title:  

NOTE:  Notary acknowledgments 
must be attached per Civil Code 
section 1189 et seq. 
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NOTICE OF EXEMPTION 

(Check one or both) 

TO: _X_ Recorder/County Clerk 

P.O. Box 1750, MS A-33 

1600 Pacific Hwy, Room 260 

San Diego, CA 92101-2400 

Office of Planning and Research 

1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

FROM: City of San Diego 

Development Services Department 

1222 First Avenue, MS 501 

San Diego, CA 92101 

Project Name/Number: Federal Blvd Marijuana Outlet I 598124 SCH No.: N.A. 

Project Location-Specific: Unaddressed parcel (APN: 543-020-0400), located on the northern side of Federal 

Blvd., between Oriole Street and Winnett Street, south of Highway 94, San Diego, CA 92114 

Project Location-City/County: San Diego I San Diego 

Description of nature and purpose of the Project: Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to operate a Marijuana Outlet 

(MO) located at APN 543-020-4000 on Federal Boulevard. This project includes the removal of existing structures: 

inclusive of a portion of shade structure that is approximately 967 square-foot in area, connex box and mobile 

construction trailers, removal of existing paved asphalt areas, and construction of a new two-story 1,682-square

foot commercial building with three on-site parking spaces, a refuse enclosure, and associated landscape 

improvements. Project operations includes the sales of cannabis products as a State of California licensed outlet. 

The 0.11-acre lot is located on the north side of Federal Boulevard, between Oriole Street and Winnett Street, 

south of Highway 94. The project is located within the C0-2-1 zone within the Encanto Neighborhoods 

Community Plan area, Geologic Hazard 32, Very High Fire Severity Zone - Brush Management Overlay, FEMA 

Type "X" - FP 500, Outdoor Lighting Zone 3, Pueblo San Diego Watershed, Chollas Sub-Area Watershed, and 

Council District 4. 

Name of Public Agency Approving Project: City of San Diego Hearing Officer 

Name of Person or Agency Carrying Out Project: Aaron Magagna, 3639 Midway Drive, Suite B-132, San Diego, 

CA, 9211 0, (619) 405-0298 

Exempt Status: (CHECK ONE) 

( ) Ministerial (Sec. 21080(b)(1); 15268); 

( ) Declared Emergency (Sec. 21080(b)(3); 15269(a)); 

( ) Emergency Project (Sec. 21080(b)( 4); 15269 (b)(c)) 

(X) Categorical Exemption: 15303(c) (New construction or conversion of small structures)

( ) Statutory Exemptions: 

Reasons why project is exempt: The City of San Diego conducted an environmental review that determined 

the project would not have the potential for causing a significant effect on the environment. The project meets 

the criteria set forth in CEQA Section 15303(c) which allows for the construction of new small commercial 

structures which are located within existing urbanized areas, and that do not exceed 10,000-square-feet in floor 

area, as is the case with this project since the building proposed will be 1,682-square-feet in floor area. 

Furthermore, the project is consistent with 15303 (c) as the project does not propose the use of significant 

amounts of hazardous substances and is located within a highly urbanized setting where all necessary public 

Revised May 2018 
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services and facilities are available, and the surrounding area is not environmentally sensitive. The exceptions 

listed in CEQA Section 15300.2 would not apply. 

Lead Agency Contact Person: Chris Tracy, AICP Senior Planner 

If filed by applicant: 

1. Attach certified document of exemption finding.

Telephone: (619) 446-5381 

2. Has a notice of exemption been filed by the public agency approving the project? ( ) Yes ( ) No

It is hereby certified that the City of San Diego has determined the above activity to be exempt from CEQA 

Signature/Tit! 

Check One: 

(X) Signed By Lead Agency

( ) Signed by Applicant 

Revised May 2018 

Senior Planner 

Date 

Date Received for Filing with County Clerk or OPR: 
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City of San Diego 
Development Services 
1222 First Ave., MS-302 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Community Planning 
Committee 

Distribution Form Part 2
Project Name: Project Number: Distribution Date: 

Project Scope/Location: 

Applicant Name: Applicant Phone Number: 

Project Manager: Phone Number: Fax Number: 

(619) 321-3200

E-mail Address:

Committee Recommendations (To be completed for Initial Review): 

 Vote to Approve Members Yes Members No Members Abstain 

 Vote to Approve
With Conditions Listed Below

Members Yes Members No Members Abstain 

 Vote to Approve
With Non-Binding Recommendations Listed Below

Members Yes Members No Members Abstain 

 Vote to Deny Members Yes Members No Members Abstain 

 No Action (Please specify, e.g., Need further information, Split vote, Lack of
quorum, etc.)

 Continued

CONDITIONS: 

NAME: TITLE: 

SIGNATURE: DATE: 

Attach Additional Pages If Necessary. Please return to: 
Project Management Division 
City of San Diego 
Development Services Department 
1222 First Avenue, MS 302 
San Diego, CA  92101 

Printed on recycled paper.  Visit our web site at www.sandiego.gov/development-services. 
Upon request, this information is available in alternative formats for persons with disabilities. 

(01-13) 
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so) 
City of San Diego FORM 

Development Services Ownership Disclosure 
DS-318 1222 First Ave., MS 302 

San Diego, CA 92101 Statement 
(619} 44605000 

------ ____ , 

October 2017 

Approval Type: Che(k opproprioce bo:x for type of opproval{s) requested: O Neighborhood Use Permit O Coastnl Development Permit 
Q Neighborhood Oevelopmem Permi1 Cl Site Development Permit -I Planned Development Permit ll!l Conditional Use Pennit :i Variance 
U Temativc Map O Vesting Tentative Map U �.;ip Waiver :i Land Use Pl,an Amendment • ':.I Other _______________ ,_ 

Project Title: F-..1 Ol>c � .. Ou:1et
-------------

Project No. For City Use Only:

Ptoject Address; 6710 tr.J Fe<ierc>1 BM! san D""JO CA 112114 -----------------------------·----------

Specify Form of Ownership/legal Status (please check): 
D Corporation Q'9 Limited Liability--Or· O General -1<\'ha-r S!ilte?_c_,, ____ Corporate Jdemification No.��·-------

0 P.1rtnership Q Individual 
------------�-------------·------- ---------- ----- ------ ·-- --------- ----------··-------! 

By signing the Ownership Disclosure Statement, the owner(.:;) acknowledge that an application for a permit. map or oll1er rnalter will be filed 
wirh the City of 5.ln Diego on the subject property with the intent to record an encumbrance against the property. Please list below the 
owner(s). applicant(s), and other financially imerested persons or the above referenced property. A financially interested party includes any 
individual, firm, co-partnership. joint venture, association. social dub, fraternal organization, corporation, estate. trust. receiver or syndicate 
with a li11ancial interest in the application. If the applicant includes a corporation or p.irtnershlp, include the names, titles, addresses of all 
individu.als owning more th;m 10% of the shares. If il publicly-owned corporation, include the n,;1rnes, titles. and addresses of the corporate 
officers. (A separate page may be attacht.!d if ne<essary.} If any person is a nonprofit organizarion or a trust. list the names and addresses of 
ANY person serving as an om cer or di rector of the nonprofit organization or as trustee or beneficiary of the nonprofit organization. 
A signature is required of at least one of the prnperty owners. Attach atluitional pages if needed. Note: The applicant is responsible for 
notifying the Project Manager of any changes in ownership during the time the application is being processed or considered. Changes in 
ownership are to be given to the Project M,mager at least thirty days prior to any public l1earing on the subject propeny. Failure to provide 
accurate and current ownership information could result in a delay in the hearing process. 
Proper!)'Owner __ .. _. ___ _ 

Name of Individual: Jolln D E1< 

Srreet Address: 6130 F,Jd«/aJ aiv;: 

City: =O.<>:;o 

Additio1M�pag:JAttacl1ed:
AeJ>)icat�::-........... _ · --· 

O Yes 

·--------- 1190,vner u renanvu,ssee CJ Successor Agency

·------------------·------·--·· -------·---·- -------,-·------

�No 

D,3te: 10/Jns 

State: -""-· --- Zip: _r_,i_H_• ___ _

-· --�·--. ----------·--·-·-----... -·-------

N.ime of Individual: _2_0·_.a_,,_.,o_"" _____ _ ----------------- a Owner 2!I Ten,1nt1Lessee Cl Successor Agency 

Street Address: )63� M,:iw.,,. o,,,,, s, .. ., a 0132 

Cii:y: S.1n Dier,o 
_______ , ________ ------

Seate: _c_A __ _ Zip: 92110

J:.ix No.:---------··---- Email; -�:.#;-m..icom _________ _ 

-------- ·------�·--··-- ---

Additional pages Attached: ,:i Yes 

Other Financialli.!nterested Persons . -

21 No 

Date: Hl'JJrn 

u Owner U Tenant/Lessee D Successor Agency

State: ___ _ Zip: _____ _ 

1/1 

598124

ATTACHMENT 10

--------------·---- -·--·- - --··-· ---·---

Phone No.: ">4'f' L=4tf Fa, No -----··---- _ Email: el,:,,:ni ( tgma.lCCA>'I 

Sit:n,1ture: / -..:.-.: . . ~ . 
(.., ' -------- - ---- ~----------------

Phone No.: -:<>:::':::9,<¢5(!;:i,o,;.;296.;;.· __ .,.,,"""'.::::::s;;:===::::---

Signatw ~ = =-2 -. 

/\~I: ··-·---·-------- ·-······-----

Street Address: ~ - ___ ___ .=---"_ -:;::-·-------- - -----

. ---- ----City: ______ ~~ ·----·-··---

Phone No.: . .,.-,:,...-- . ..-_ Fax No.: ------...--. Email:---------------------· ---· Signature: Date:··- --
_. ...... .---

At!dl(1011a l pages An ached: 

A2.2-49



CS

C
O

V
E

R
 
S

H
E

E
T

 
&

 

P
R

O
P

E
R

T
Y

 
I
N

F
O

.

©

la
s
 v

e
g
a

s
, 

n
e

v
a

d
a

 8
9

1
1

8
6

7
2

5
-5

 s
. 

e
a

s
te

rn
 a

v
e

n
u

e

(7
0

2
) 

4
5

4
-5

8
4

2
  

fa
x
 (

7
0

2
) 

4
5

4
-7

8
4

2

pa
ci

fic
 d

es
ig

n 
co

nc
ep

ts
, l

lc

Owner:

Legal Description:

Assessor's Parcel Number:

Lot Size:

Zone:

Building Code Notes:

Setback:

F.A.R: HEIGHT:

STORIES: TYPE OF CONST.:

PAVING AREA: LANDSCAPE AREA.:

Proposed Use:

Proposed Occupancy:

Sheet Index:

PROJECT TEAM

PROJECT INFORMATION

PARKING INFORMATION

SCOPE OF WORK:

Vicinity Map:

New Building Size:

Site

PARKING INFORMATION
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Perforation, PerforatedPerf.

Door       Dr.

Specification

Switchboard

Perpendicular

Property Line

Satin Enamel

Street, Strain

Quarry Tile

Reference

Roof Drain

Solid Core

Suspended

Symmetrical

Telephone

Refrigerator

Douglas Fir

Top of Roof

Thermostat

Pounds per 

Pressure Treated

Reinforced, Reinforcing

Revision, Reverse

Structure, Structural

Top of Groove

Top of Pavement

Toilet Paper

Tongue & Groove

Soap Dispenser

Stainless Steel

Seat Cover 

Rough Opening

Sanitary Napkin

Sanitary Napkin

Pounds per

Plastic Laminate

Portland Cement

Portland Cement

Poly Vinyl Chloride

Reflected Ceiling Plan

Semi-Gloss Enamel

Silicone Control

Feet or Foot       

Finish Floor      

Hollow Metal    

Hollow Core     

Grass, Glazing

Fire Extinguisher

Fiberglass

Exterior Insulation

Door Opening      

Dry Standpipe    

Drinking Fountain      

Face Of Concrete    

Face Of Stud    

Fire Extinguisher     

Fire Hose Cabinet    

Face Of Finish    

General Contractor    

Galvanized Iron     

Gypsum Wall

Inside Diameter     

Electrical 

Expansion Joint     

Electric Water

Face Of Wall    

H.C.

H.M.

H.W.

Hr.

In.     

I.D.

H.B.

Horiz.

Insul.

H.D. Hub Drain

Inch     

Hour    

Hot Water    

Horizontal  

Insulation   

Hose Bibb     

Gnd.     

Gyp.    

Hdn.    

Exp.      

D.O.

E.        

Ea.       

D.F.

Dn.

Dwl.

Dwr.

Ds.

Ft.       

F.F.      

F.A.      

F.E.     

Fin.     

F.D.

Fixt.   

F.B.     

Flr.       

Fdn.

F.S.      

Furr.    

Fut.      

Fr.

Ftg.

G.I.

G.C.

Gl.

G.B.

Gr.

Ga.

Grl.     

G.       

H.R.     

Htr.    

H.P.     

Gm.

E.P.      

Eq.       

El.    

E.J.     

Ext.      

Exh.      

Dbl.

F.R.P.

E.I.F.S.

Dwg.

Elec.     

D.S.P.

F.O.C.    

F.O.W.    

F.O.S.    

F.H.C.    

Fprf./F.P.

Flash.    

F.E.C.    

F.O.F.    

Fluor.

Galv.   

G.W.B.  

Hdwr.

Hdwd.    

Hgt./Ht.

Emer.    

Equip.    

E.W.C.    

Elev.       

Expo.     

(E), Exist.  

Encl.     

Gen.

Gr.

DT.

E.N.

General

Reinforced Panel

Drive thru

Drawing      

Electrical     

East        

Each       

Down      

Drawer      

Dowel      

Finish     

Fixture   

Floor       

Fireproof

Flat Bar     

Flashing    

Furring    

Future      

Frame      

Footing      

Gauge   

Glass    

Grade    

Grab Bar    

Grille     

Ground     

Gutter       

Handrail  

Gypsum

Height     

Heater    

Hardwood    

Hardware   

Hardener    

Gram     

Equal       

Elevation    

Enclosure     

Elevator       

Exposed     

Exterior      

Expansion      

Exhaust      

Edge Nail

Downspout

Fire Alarm      

Floor Drain

Fluorescent    

Foundation      

Floor Sink      

Galvanized   

High Point     

Emergency    

Equipment    

(E), Existing  

Double     

and Finish System

T.V. Television

T.R.

Toil.

TER.

THK.

T.P.D.

Thermo.

Thru

T.C.

T&G      

T.P.

Terrazzo

Thick

Through

Toilet

Sys.

Sm.

P
  L

R.A.

S.E.

SK.

Sol.

St.

Sw.

Ret.

Rgh.

P.S.I.  

TEL.

Prcst.   

P.T.D.F.

P.S.F.  

Rwd.

Refr.

Reg.

Reinf.

Req.

Resil.

Rad., R.     

Rfg/Roof'g

Rev.

S.N.R.  

S.C.D.

Sect.   

S.N.D. 

Sched.  

Sdg.     

Sldg.   

Sht'g.

Shwr.     

Spec.    

Stor.    

St. Stl./S.S.

Struct. 

Susp.    

Sw.Bd. 

Sym.    

P. Lam.

Plas.    

Plmbg.   

Plywd.   

P.C.P.

P.C.C.

PVC

R.C.P.

S.G.E.

S.C.R.

Pr.     

Q.T.

Rm.

R.

Scr.    

Rd.

Sim.    

Sht.  

Sh.      

S.D.

S.C.

Spl.    

S     

Sel.    

Sta.    

Stl.     

Sq.     

Pt.     

P.L.

Ref.    

R.D.

R.O.

Std.    

Strl.    

Precast

Resilient

Radius

Register

Required

Roofing

Room

Rough

Riser

Schedule

Screw

Section

Round

Sheathing

Sheet

Shelf

Shower

Siding

Similar

Sliding

Splash

South

Smooth

Select

Storage

Structural

Standard

Station

Steel

Square

Redwood

Pair

Plaster

Plumbing

Plywood

Point

Plate

Return

Return Air

Sink

Solid

Switch

System

 ,Perp.  

Not to Scale

Laboratory    

Laminated     

Lavatory    

Kick Plate     

Maximum  

Mechanical

Membrane    

Metal Lath

Mezzanine

On Center

Paint Grade

Dispens./Recept.

Manufacturer    

Miscellaneous   

Outside Diameter

Overflow Scupper

Overflow Roof Drain

Natural Grade

Not In Contract

Number, Pound

Lightweight

Masonry Opening   

Medicine Cabinet

Penny - nail size 0

Paper Towel

Combination Towel

Paper Towel

Owner Furnished,

Owner Furnished,

Metal Threshold

Contractor Installed

Owner Installed

Overall Height

Countersunk      

Centimeter       

Ceramic Tile     

Catch Basin     

Bench Mark      

Anchor Bolt      

Directional Sign

Concrete Block

Above finish floor

Acoustical

Boundary Nailing

Damp-Proofing      

Construction Joint,

Concrete 

Cast In Place    

Aggregate Base

Asphaltic Concrete     

Approximately   

Air Conditioning      

    , Dia.   

Det.

Cab.     

Bot.

Asb.

Add.      

Agg.      

Adj.      

@

&         

Do

D.P.

Db.

Dim.     

Ctr.      

CU     

Cm.

Clo.

Col.

C.J.

Cer.

Clr.

C.O.

C.R.

C.T.

Cl.

C.I.

Cg.

C.B.

Bd.

Blk.

Alt.      

A.C.

Bm.       

B.M.

A.D.

A.B.      

Al.      

A/C      

Bldg.

Anod.

A.F.F.

A.T. / ACT

Diag.

Dept.

Disp.

Corr.    

Contr.    

Ctsk.      

Cor'g     

Const.   

Conc.

C.M.U.

Conn.      

Cont.     

Chan

Clkg.     

Ctr./CTRD.

Cem.

Clng.

C.I.P.

Blkg.

Approx.   

BSMT.      

Bitum.

Arch.    

Arch't    

Acous.  

Add'n    

A.B.C.    

D.S.

DP.

C.F.

C.B.

B.N.

Control Joint

Construction   

Architectural    

Deep

Curb face

Building  

Anodized

Ditto       

Diameter

Dispenser     

Dimension     

Diagonal     

Decibel       

Detail      

Corridor    

Counter      

Copper    

Closet      

Concrete    

Column      

Centerline       

Classroom

Clean Out     

Channel   

Ceramic     

Clear      

Caulking     

Cast Iron      

Centigram       

Cement      

Center(ed)

Ceiling      

Cabinet     

Blocking     

Board       

Bottom     

Block    

Alternate      

Basement    

Asbestos      

At

Beam       

Architect    

Angle

And

Acoustic  

Aluminum      

Aggregate      

Adjustable      

Addendum      

Addition    

Department

Corrugated     

Contractor    

Continuous     

Connection   

Bituminous    

Area Drain     

I/F

O.

Ltg.

Mtd.

O.F.O.I. 

O.F.C.I.

Lam.     

L.W.C.

M.O.

Mat'l.

Max.

Mech.

Memb.

Lgth.    

Misc.

Mezz.

Nom.    

N.I.C.

Mldg.

Opng.

#, No.

O.F.S.

O.R.D.

Opp.

N.T.S.

Met./Mtl.

Ptn./Part.

P.T.D.  

P.T.D/R  

P.T.R.   

O.A.H.

Inv.

Int.

Jst.    

Jt.    

Jan.    

O/

Kit.    

Lth.     

K.P.     

M.H.

Lt.      

Lin.    

Lkr.    

Lvr.    

Mfr.

M.C.

M.L.

M.

Mm.

Mg.

Min.

Mul.

N.G.     

N.     

Off.   

Pg.      

P.G.

Pnl.     

d        

Pr.      

M.T.

O.H.

Lav.    

Lab.    

Ldg.   

Obs     

O.C.

O.A.

O.D.

Ptd.     

Interior     

Joint    

Invert    

Janitor    

Joist    

Over

Kitchen    

Landing   

Lath

Linen    

Locker    

Louver    

Manhole 

Light      

Material   

Length    

Millimeter

Milligram

Minimum

Meter

Nominal

North

Mounted

Mullion

Moulding

Obscure

Office

Opening

Overall

Page

Opposite

Metal

Panel

Partition

Pair

Interface

Lighting

Owner

Overhead

Painted

Walk In Freezer

Walk In Cooler

Underwriters

Laboratories

Top Set Base

Unless Noted

Water Closet

Water Heater

Vertical Grain

Water Proof

Water Softener

Welded Wire Fabric

Vinyl Wall Covering

Vent Through Roof

Vitreous Clay Pipe

Vinyl Composition

West, Wide, Width

Welded Wire Mesh

Wd.

W.

U.L.

T.S.

T.S.

TYP.

W.H.

W.C.

W.P.

Wt.

W.

W/

W/O

W.S.

VERMIC.

W.I.F.

W.I.C.

W.W.F.

V.W.C.

Vent.

Unfin.

T.S.B.

V.G.

VCP

V.C.T.

V.T.R.

U.N.O.

V.

Ur.     

T.B.

T.W.

TRD./T.

VERT.

VEST.

W.W.M.

WSCT

Wood

Ventilation

Ventilate,

Tile

Unfinished

Otherwise

Tube Steel

Top of Slab

With

Vermiculite

Wainscot

Vestibule

Vertical

Typical

Urinal

Vent

Tread

Towel Bar

Top of Wall

Without

Weight

Service Sink

Rectifier

Dispenser

Dispenser

Dispenser

Receptacle

Dispensers

Glazed

Board  

Receptacle

Concrete

Plaster

Concrete

Square Inch

Square Foot

Course    

Masonry Unit    

Ceiling Tile

Cabinet    

Panelboard      

Cooler

“ ” 

“ ” 

“ ” 

ATTACHMENT 11

A2.2-51



P

L

P

L

P

L

P

L

P

L

LOT 24
MAP 2121

LOT 25
MAP 2121

LOT 23
MAP 2121

P

L

P

L

P

L

P

L

P

L

P

L

P

L

P

L

P

L

P

L

LOT 25
MAP 2121

LOT 23
MAP 2121

P

L

P

L

P

L

P

L

P

L

SP1

SITE PLAN

E
X

I
S

T
I
N

G

S
I
T

E
 
P

L
A

N

©

la
s
 v

e
g
a

s
, 

n
e

v
a

d
a

 8
9

1
1

8
6

7
2

5
-5

 s
. 

e
a

s
te

rn
 a

v
e

n
u

e

(7
0

2
) 

4
5

4
-5

8
4

2
  
fa

x
 (

7
0

2
) 

4
5

4
-7

8
4

2

pa
ci

fic
 d

es
ig

n 
co

nc
ep

ts
, l

lc

Federal Boulevard Marijuana Outlet
 Site Plan Proposed

A. The site plan is for informational and general site reference only.
Refer to other construction documents for complete scope of work.
B. Before commencing any site foundation or slab cutting or
excavation, the contractor shall verify and mark locations of all site
utilities, dimensions and conditions. These include but are not
limited to property lines, setback location to all new or existing walls,
easements (if any), existing site utilities, including water, sewer, gas
and electrical lines and any other new or existing site items which
could affect in any way the construction for the building. Flag or
otherwise mark all locations of site property lines, easements (if
any), underground utilities, and indicate utility type.
C. The Contractor or subcontractor shall notify Owner if any conflicts or
discrepancy occurs between the information on this plan and actual
field conditions. Do not proceed with work in conflict with these
drawing until written or verbal instructions are issued by Owner.
D. Protect and mark all existing building structure including walls,
beams, columns, area separation walls, and other items that are part
of the existing structure and not part of the scope of the tenant
improvement, and mark perimeter of construction zone.

E. NO EXISTING ON SITE UTILITIES

F. NO EXISTING BUS STOPS IN THE VICINITY

HYDRANT PLAN

ATTACHMENT 11
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Federal Boulevard Marijuana Outlet
 Site Plan Proposed

A. The site plan is for informational and general site reference only.
Before commencing any site foundation or slab cutting or
excavation, the contractor shall verify and mark locations of all site
utilities, dimensions and conditions. These include but are not
limited to property lines, setback location to all new or existing walls,
easements (if any), existing site utilities, including water, sewer, gas
and electrical lines and any other new or existing site items which
could affect in any way the construction for the building. Flag or
otherwise mark all locations of site property lines, easements (if
any), underground utilities, and indicate utility type.
B. The Contractor or subcontractor shall notify Owner if any conflicts or
discrepancy occurs between the information on this plan and actual
field conditions. Do not proceed with work in conflict with these
drawing until written or verbal instructions are issued by Owner.
C. Protect and mark all existing building structure including walls,
beams, columns, area separation walls, and other items that are part
of the existing structure and not part of the scope of the tenant
improvement, and mark perimeter of construction zone.
D. Coordinate with other tenants, the temporary shutoff of any site
utilities.
E. TRANSIT STOP: Nearest transit stop is approximately 1 mile away
from project.
F. BUILDING ADDRESS: Building address numbers must be visible and
legible from the street or road fronting the property, per FHPS Policy
P-00-6 (UFC 901.4.4)
G. No obstruction including solid walls in the visibility area shall exceed
3 feet in height. Plant material, other than trees, within the public
right-of-way that is located within visibility areas shall not exceed 24
inches in height, measured from the top of the adjacent curb.
H. Prior to the issuance of any construction permit, the
Owner/Permittee shall incorporate any construction Best
Management Practices necessary to comply with Chapter 14 Article
2, Division 1 (Grading Regulations) of the San Diego Municipal Code,
in the construction plans or specifications.
I. Prior to the issuance of any construction permit the
Owner/Permittee shall submit a Water Pollution Control Plan
(WPCP_. The WPCP shall be prepared in accordance with the
guidelines in Part 2 Construction PMP Standards Chapter 4 of the
City’s Storm Water Standards.
J. No trees or shrubs whose height will be 3’ at maturity shall be
installed or retained within 5’ of any publicity maintained water
facilities or within 10’ of any publicity maintained sewer facilities.
K. No water, sewer, or general utility easements associated with the
property under review.
L. Prior to the issuance of any construction permit the
Owner/Permittee shall incorporate any construction Best Management
Practices  necessary to comply with   Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 1 (Grading
Regulations) of the San Diego Municipal Code,

Federal Boulevard Marijuana Outlet
 Site Plan Proposed FIRE ACCESS NOTES

ALL BUILDINGS AND SITES UNDERGOING CONSTRUCTION, ALTERATION OR
DEMOLITION SHALL COMPLY WITH REQUIREMENTS OF CHAPTER 33
OF THE CFC.

@ BUILDING

@ PARKING

ATTACHMENT 11
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Egress Plan - Proposed
Accessibility Notes
1. All entrances and all exterior ground-floor exit doors to buildings and
facilities shall be made
accessible to persons with disabilities. (Sec. 1133B.1. 1.1.1)
2. Latching and locking hand activated doors in a path of travel shall be
operable with a single
effort by lever type hardware, panic bars, push pull activating bars, or other
hardware designed
to provide passage without requiring the ability to grasp the opening
hardware. Locked exit
doors shall operate as above in egress direction. (Sec. 1133B.2.5.2)
3. Hand activated door opening hardware shall be centered between 30
inches (762 mm) and 44
inches (1118 mm) above the floor. (Sec. 1133B.2.5.2)
4. The width and height of doorways shall comply with section 1008.
Every required exit doorway
shall permit the installation of a door not less than 3 feet (914 mm) wide and
not less than 6 feet
8 inches (2032 mm) high. Exit doors shall be capable of opening at least 90
degrees and provide
not less than 32 inches clear width (813mm). (Sec. 1133B.2.2 and Figure 11B
33 ) except where
noted.
5. For hinged doors, the opening width shall be measured with the door
positioned at an angle of
90 degrees from its closed position. (Sec. 1133.2.3 and Fig. 11B 33).
6. Minimum maneuvering clearances at doors shall be as shown in
Figures 11B-26A and 11B-26B.
The floor or ground area within the required clearances shall be level and
clear (Sec.
1133B.2.4.2).
7. There shall be a level and clear floor or landing on each side of a door.
The level area shall have
a length in the direction of door swing of at least 60 inches (1524 mm) and
the length opposite
the direction of door swing of 48 inches (1219 mm) as measured at right
angle to the plane of
the door in its closed position (Sec. 1133B.2.4.2 and Fig. 11B2 6A and 11B
26B).
8. The width of the level area on the side to which the door swings shall
extend 24 inches (610
mm) minimum past the strike edge of the door for exterior doors and 18
inches (457 mm)
minimum past the strike edge for interior doors. This also applies to
obstructions and recesses.
An additional 12 inches is required at the push side if a frontal approach, if
door is equipped
with both latch and closer (Sec. 1133B2.4.3, 1133B.2.4.5, 1133B.2.5.3,
Figures 11B 26A and B,
and 11B-33(a).
9. The floor or landing shall be not more than ½ inch (12.7 mm) lower
than the threshold of the
doorway. Change in level between ¼ inch (6mm) and 275 inch (12.7 mm)
shall be beveled with a
slope no greater than one unit vertical to 2 unit horizontal (50-percent slope)
(Sec. 1133B.2.4.1
and Figures 11B 32).
10. The bottom 10 inches (254 mm) of all doors except automatic and
sliding shall have a smooth,
uninterrupted surface to allow the door to be opened by a wheelchair
footrest without creating
a trap or hazardous condition. Where narrow frame doors are used, a 10 inch
(254 mm) high
smooth panel shall be installed on the push side. (Sec. 1133.2.6 and Fig 11B
29).
11. Maximum effort to operate doors shall not exceed 5 pounds (22 N) for
exterior and interior
doors, applied at right angles to hinged doors and at the center plane of
sliding or folding doors.
Compensating devices or automatic door operators may be utilized. The
maximum effort to
operate fire doors may be increased up to 15 pounds (66.72 N) if allowed by
the appropriate
administrative authority. (Sec. 1133B.2.5)
12. Specific work stations need only comply with the required aisle width
(Sec. 1133B.6.1 and
1133B.6.2 and floors and levels (Sec. 1120B). (Sec. 1123B.2).
13. Entry ways to specific work stations shall be 32 inches clear width.
(Sec 1123B.2).
14. PROVIDE PANIC HARDWARE AT EXIT DOORS WHERE NOTED.
15. Gates used as a component in a means of egress shall conform to the
applicable requirements
for doors. (Sec. 1008.2)
16. Exterior Exit doors shall have a sign posted above stating: DOOR TO
REMAIN UNLOCKED DURING
REGULAR BUSINESS HOURS. (Sec. 1008 1.9.3)
17. Public accommodations shall maintain in operable working condition
those features of facilities
and equipment that are required to be accessible to and useable by persons
with disabilities
isolated or temporary interruptions in service or accessibility due to
maintenance or repairs shall
be permitted. §11B-302.1
18. Means of egress doors shall be readily distinguishable from the
adjacent construction and
finishes such that the doors are easily recognized. Mirrors or similar
reflecting materials shall
not be used.

– Accessible routes shall comply with
CBC 2016 Section 11B-402. Walking surfaces
shall provide clearances complying with CBC 2016 Section 11 B-403.5. The
running slope of walking
surfaces shall not be steeper than 1:20. The cross slope of walking surfaces
shall not be steeper than
1:48. Except as provided in CBC 2016 Sections 11B-403.5.2 and 11B-403.5.3,
the clear width of walking
surfaces shall be 36 inches (914 mm) minimum. The clear width for walking
surfaces in corridor serving
an occupant load of 10 or more shall be 44 inches (1118 mm) minimum. The
clear width for sidewalks
and walks shall be 48 inches (1219 mm) minimum.

– A continuous and unobstructed path of vertical and
horizontal egress travel from
an occupied portion of a building or structure to a public way. A means of
egress consists of three
separate and distinct parts: the exit access, the exit and the exit discharge.
Means of Egress shall comply
with CBC 2016 Chapter 10.

– The number of occupants whom means
egress facilities shall be provided.
Where occupants from accessory area egress through a primary space, the
calculated occupant load for
the primary space plus the number of occupants egressing through it from
the accessory area.
Minimum Egress Width – The total width of means of egress in
inches (mm) shall not be less than the
total occupant load served by the means of egress multiplied by 0.3 inches as
(7.62 mm) per occupant
for stairways and by 0.2 inches (5.08 mm) per occupant for other egress
components. Multiple means of
egress shall be sized such that the loss of any one means of egress shall not
reduce the available
capacity to less than 50 percent of the required capacity. The maximum
capacity required from any
story of a building shall be maintained to the termination of the means of
egress. (CBC 1005.1)

– Doors, when fully opened, and handrails shall
not reduce the required means
of egress width by more than 7 inches (178 mm). Doors in any position shall
not reduce the required
width by more than one-half. Other nonstructural projections such as trim
and similar decorative
features shall be permitted to project into the required width a maximum of
1½ inches (38 mm) on each
side. (CBC 1005.2)

- Egress doors shall be readily openable from the egress
side without the use of a special
key knowledge or effort. (CBC 1008.1.9)

– The means of egress, including the exit
discharge, shall be illuminated at all
times the building space served by the means of egress is occupied. Egress
illumination shall comply
with CBC 2016 Section 1006.

– The power supply for means of
egress illumination shall normally
be provided by the premises’ electrical supply.
In the event of power supply failure, an emergency electrical system shall
automatically illuminate all of
the following areas:
1. Aisles and unenclosed egress stairways in rooms and spaces that
require two or more means of
egress.
2. Corridors, exit enclosures and exit passageways in buildings required
to have two or more exits.
3. Exterior egress components at other than their levels of exit discharge
until exit discharge is
accomplished for buildings required to have two or more exits.
4. Interior exit discharge elements, as permitted in Section 1027.1, in
buildings required to have
two or more exits.
5. Exterior landings as required by Section 1008.1.6 for exit discharge
doorways in buildings
required to have two or more exits.
The emergency power system shall provide power for a duration of not less
than 90 minutes and shall
consist of storage batteries, unit equipment or an on-site generator. The
installation of the emergency
power system shall be in accordance with CBC 2016 Section 2702.
Illumination level under emergency power. Emergency lighting facilities shall
be arranged to provide
initial illumination that is at least an average of 1 footcandle (11 lux) and a
minimum at any point of 0.1
footcandle (1 lux) measured along the path of egress at floor level.
Illumination levels shall be permitted
to decline to 0.6 footcandle (6 lux) average and a minimum at any point of
0.06 footcandle (0.6 lux) at
the end of the emergency lighting time duration. A maximum-to-maximum
illumination uniformity ratio
of 40 to 1 shall not be exceeded.

1ST. FLOOR

EGRESS PLAN

2ND FLOOR

ATTACHMENT 11

A2.2-54



P

L

P

L

P

L

P

L

P

L

LOT 24
MAP 2121

LOT 23
MAP 2121

P

L

P

L

P

L

P

L

P

L

LOT 24
MAP 2121

A0.01

DEMO PLAN
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Demolition  Notes
1. Dismantling of existing shade structure.
2. Removal of mobile trailers.
3. Removal of mobile containers .
4. Contractor shall verify all existing structures, containers and objects to

be removed prior to commencement of work.
5. Contractor to verify all property boundaries, location of all utilities

-underground and overhead existing on the property.
6. All demolition material shall be disposed of at city approved locations

by contractor.
7. Notify Pacific Design Concepts of any discrepancy found in the

information provided in these plan. Prior to commencement of work.

ENLARGED DEMO PLAN

See Enlarged Demolition  Plan
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FLOOR PLAN

Floor Plan Notes
1. The General Contractor or Subcontractor shall verify all conditions or
dimensions on these plans
in the field with actual site conditions.
2. Written dimensions shall take precedence over scaled dimensions
and shall be verifced on the
jobsite. On-site verification of all dimensions and conditions shall be the sole
responsibility of
the General Contractor and Subcontractors.
3. The Contractor or subcontractors shall notify Owner if any conflicts or
discrepancy occurs
between this information on this plan and actual field conditions.
4. Any discrepancies with this drawing affecting project layout shall be
brought to the attention of
the Owner. Do not proceed with work until written or verbal instructions are
issued by Owner.
5. INSULATION: R-13 Batt Insulation at all Exterior 2x4 Walls.
R-13 Batt Insulation at all accessible interior walls for sound control.
R-30 Batt Insulation at 2 x 10 Ceiling, Raised Floor and Roof Areas.
R-4.5 Insulation Wrap on all New Hot Water Piping.
R-4.5 Insulation Wrap on all New Supply Ducts.

EXTERIOR WALL DIMENSIONS TO FACE OF FINISH (U.N.O)
INTERIOR WALL DIMENSIONS TO CENTER LINE OF STUD (U.N.O)
CLEARANCE DIMENSIONS ARE TO FACE OF FINISH MATERIALS, NOTED WITH
CLR.

Wall Legend:

FIRST

FLOOR PLAN

SECOUND
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ROOF PLAN
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Roof Plan Proposed
Roof Plan Notes
1. The General Contractor or Subcontractor shall verify all conditions or
dimensions on these plans
in the field with the actual site conditions.
2. Written dimensions shall take precedence over scaled dimensions and
shall be verified on the
job site. On-site verification of all dimensions and conditions shall be the sole
responsibility of
the General Contractor and Subcontractors.
3. The Contractor or subcontractor shall notify Owner of any conflicts or
discrepancies occurs
between the information on this plan and actual field conditions.
4. Any discrepancies with this drawing affecting project layout shall be
brought written or verbal
instructions are issued by Owner and the architect.
5. This Roof Plan is intended to depict existing conditions based on field
observations.
6. PROVIDE RAIN GUTTER SYSTEM WITH DOWNSPOUT & SPLASH BLOCK.
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Lighting Plan Proposed

1. The locations of switches, outlets and light fixtures shown on electrical
plans are approximate.
Do not run wire until all boxes are in place and the owner has been called to
make visual review
of all locations.
2. Verify all electrical requirements for new work and provide service as
necessary. All new
electrical wiring and installation shall comply with the latest adopted edition
of the N.E.C. state
and local requirements.
3. Kitchens shall have 50% for more of the wattage used for lighting be
from high efficiency light
fixtures. Incandescent lighting shall be switched separately and/or have
dimmer switches.
4. Exterior light fixtures attached to building shall be fluorescent light
fixtures or incandescent
lighting equipped with photo/motion sensor.
5. All electric switches unless noted on the plan are to be located 42
inches above the finish floor.
All outlet receptacles shall be 15 inches above finish floor, unless noted
otherwise. Verify
locations for horizontally mounted outlets (marked “Horizontal” on
plans). Multiple switches
shall be ganged together, unless noted otherwise.
6. Mounting heights for light fixtures shown on plans are from finish
floor or flatwork to the
centerline of junction box, unless noted otherwise. Also, refer to exterior and
interior elevations
for additional information regarding fixture-mounting heights.
7. Convenience outlets in bathrooms, kitchens, wet bar sink, laundry
rooms, outdoors, basements
and garages shall be Ground Fault Circuit Interrupts (GFCI) type outlets
(NEC210-8).
8. Convenience outlets in bedrooms shall be protected with Arc Fault
Circuit Interrupters (AFCI
type outlets. (NEC210.12)
9. Electrical outlet plate gaskets shall be installed on all receptacles,
switches or other electrical
boxes in exterior walls and any wall on perimeter of conditioned space.
10. Verify electrical requirements for new appliances and mechanical
equipment prior to running
wire. See Appliance Schedule and floor plans for equipment.
11. All electrical panels shall have permanent legible labels indicating
circuit use, amperage, etc.
12. Owner supplied fixtures shall be installed by contractor.
13. Verify with owner number of telephone lines to be provided to
residence. Pre-wire for cable TV
and telephone per plans, verify size and shielding requirements for TV cable.
Verify locations of
telephone, cable and computer outlets with owner prior to installation.
14. Verify with owner any electrical stub outs for future electrical.
15. Verify with owner and coordinate installation requirements of sound
system and speaker wire
for sound system. (System and wiring are not in contract unless specified in
bid)
16. SMOKE DETECTORS: Shall be installed in each bedroom, in access
points to each sleeping area
and in each story and basements. Detector shall have an alarm audible in all
sleeping areas of
the unit. Per CRC 2013 Sec. R314
17. INTERCONNECTION NOTE: Where more than one smoke alarm is
require to be installed, the
smoke alarm shall be interconnected in such manner that the activation of
one alarm will
activate all the alarms in the individual dwelling unit. The alarm shall be
clearly audible in all
bedrooms over background noise levels with all intervening doors closed.
18. POWER SOURCE: In new construction, required smoke alarms shall
receive their primary power
from the building wiring where such wiring is served from a commercial
source and shall be
equipped with a battery back-up. Smoke alarms shall emit a signal when the
batteries are low.
Wiring shall be permanent and without a disconnecting switch other than as
required for
overcurrent protection.
19. EXISTING BUILDINGS: Smoke detectors shall be installed for all
dwelling units intended for
human occupancy, for a permit for alterations, repairs, or additions,
exceeding one thousand
dollars ($1,000).
20. General Contractor to verify with the owner and coordinate any
electrical requirements for the
installation of security system and/or intercom system. (System and wiring
not in contract
unless specified in bid).
21. Junction boxes for ceiling fans shall be securely fastened to framing
per fan manufacturer’s
instructions.
22. Provide Carbon Monoxide Alarms per CRC 2013Sec. R315.

1ST. FLOOR

LIGHTING PLAN

2ND. FLOOR
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Security Plan Proposed
Security Plan Notes
1. Refer to condition use permit conditions for additional information.
2. All exterior windows shall be provided with 1” laminated glass min.
3. All exterior doors shall be bullet resistant.15.
4. Check in / Reception area shall be LEVEL 1 Bullet resistant, including
windows, from floor to ceiling. Ceiling @ 8' at this area.
5. Safe room  area shall be LEVEL 1 Bullet resistant, including windows, from
floor to ceiling. Ceiling @ 8' at this area. All windows are above 8' at safe
area.

1ST. FLOOR

SECURITY PLAN

2ND. FLOOR
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East Elevation
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South Elevation
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West Elevation

(Looking East)

Rear

North Elevation

(Looking South)
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Section B

Section  A

B
u

i
l
d

i
n

g

A6.00

S
e

c
t
i
o

n
s

©

la
s
 v

e
g
a

s
, 
n

e
v
a

d
a

 8
9

1
1

8
6

7
2

5
-5

 s
. 
e

a
s
te

rn
 a

v
e

n
u

e

(7
0

2
) 

4
5

4
-5

8
4

2
  
fa

x
 (

7
0

2
) 

4
5

4
-7

8
4

2

pa
ci

fic
 d

es
ig

n 
co

nc
ep

ts
, l

lc

Building Section Proposed
Section Notes
A. This building section drawing is schematic in nature and not for
construction.
B. All elevations are based on the Topographic Survey found within this
set of drawings.
C. Refer to Site Plan drawing for additional information.
(1) D. All structural components such as foundations, wall, etc. .. are for
reference only.

ATTACHMENT 11

A2.2-62



(N) 1,682 FT.

2 STORY BUILDING

APN: 543-020-04-00

ZONE: CO-2-1

(E) CONC. SIDEWALK

(N) 1,682 FT.

2 STORY BUILDING

APN: 543-020-04-00

ZONE: CO-2-1

(E) CONC. SIDEWALK

STREETYARD
1,000 sq.ft.

REMAINING YARD
1,264 sq.ft.

VEHICULAR USE AREA
2,711 sq.ft.

10' REAR YARD SETBACK

1
0
'
 
S

I
D

E
 
Y

A
R

D
 
S

E
T

B
A

C
K

1
0
'
 
S

I
D

E
 
Y

A
R

D
 
S

E
T

B
A

C
K

10' REAR YARD SETBACK

1
0
'
 
S

I
D

E
 
Y

A
R

D
 
S

E
T

B
A

C
K

1
0
'
 
S

I
D

E
 
Y

A
R

D
 
S

E
T

B
A

C
K

10' R
EAR Y

ARD S
ETBACK

(N) 1,682 FT.

2 STORY BUILDING

APN: 543-020-04-00

ZONE: CO-2-1

(E) CONC. SIDEWALK

STREETYARD

REMAINING YARD

PROVIDED

TREES: 3X36" BOX = 150 POINTS

PLANTING AREA PROVIDED 316 SQ.FT.
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36" bx

36" bx

36" bx

36" bx

TREE LOCATION (IN SIDEWALK)

PROVIDED:

36" BX TREE X 1 = 50 POINTS

PLANTING AREA PROVIDED = 125 SQ.FT.

(N) 1,682 FT.

2 STORY BUILDING

APN: 543-020-04-00

ZONE: CO-2-1

(E) CONC. SIDEWALK

VEHICULAR USE PLANTING AREA

POINTS REQUIRED: 136

TREE LOCATIONS: 4 TREES REQUIRED

POINTS PROVIDED:

3-36" TREES = 150

1-24"TREE = 20

8-5 GAL. SHRUBS = 16

TOTAL POINTS: 186
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36" bx

10' FRONT YARD SETBACK

24" bx

10' FRONT YARD SETBACK
10' FRONT YARD SETBACK10' FRONT YARD SETBACK

10' FRONT YARD SETBACK10' FRONT YARD SETBACK

10' FRONT YARD SETBACK10' FRONT YARD SETBACK

SHRUBS/GROUND

COVER LESS THAN

36' HEIGHT.

SHRUBS/GROUND

COVER LESS THAN

36' HEIGHT, 125 SF.

5'-0"

5'-0"

V.U.A.

PLANTING

V.U.A.

PLANTING

5'-0"

V.U.A.

PLANTING

PAVERS
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All drawings, specifications and documents prepared by G. O. DESIGNS

are instruments of service for use solely with respect to this project and

shall not be used on other projects, for additions to this project, or for completion

of this project without the express written permission of G. O. DESIGNS.

G. O. DESIGNS shall be deemed the author of these documents and

shall retain all common law, statutory and other rights, including copyright.

Viewing these drawings and or documents shall constitute acceptance of the

above terms.

G.O.

D E S I G N S

STEVEREID360@GMAIL.COM

Scale: 1/16" = 1'-0"

Date: 03/06/18

REV 3: 07/10/18
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DESIGN STATEMENT:

THE PROPOSED LANDSCAPE DESIGN CHARACTERIZES PLANT MATERIAL BENEFITTING FROM COASTAL SAN

DIEGO MEDITERRANEAN CLIMATE ZONE, THAT DEMONSTRATES RELATIVELY STABLE TEMPERATURES AND

INFREQUENT FROST IMPACTS. THE CHARACTER OF THE PROPOSED PLANTS ARE DROUGHT TOLERANT,

BROADLEAF EVERGREEEN DISPLAYING COLORFUL BURSTS OF FLOWERS AT VARYING TIMES OF YEAR.

ALL PLANTS HAVE LOW IRRIGATION REQUIREMENTS ONCE ESTABLISHED AND JACARANDA TREE HAS

MODERATE IRRIGATION REQUIREMENTS ONCE ESTABLISHED (SEE WUCOLS LIST).

GENERAL NOTES

1. AN AUTOMATIC, ELECTRICALLY CONTROLLED IRRIGATION SYSTEM SHALL BE PROVIDED AS REQUIRED PER

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO LDC 142.0403 (c) FOR PROPER IRRIGATION, DEVELOPMENT AND MAINTENANCE OF

THE VEGETATION IN A HEALTHY, DISEASE RESISTANT CONDITION. THE DESIGN OF THE SYSTEM SHALL

PROVIDE ADEQUATE SUPPORT FOR THE VEGETATION SELECTED; IN-LINE DRIP EMITTER TYPE IRRIGATION

(TREES SHRUBS) IS PROPOSED FOR ALL AREAS REQUIRING IRRIGATION.

2 ALL REQUIRED LANDSCAPE AREAS SHALL BE MAINTAINED BY THE OWNER. THE LANDSCAPE AREAS SHALL

BE MAINTAINED IN FREE OF DEBRIS AND LITTER AND ALL PLANT MATERIAL SHALL BE MAINTAINED IN A

HEALTHY GROWING CONDITION. DISEASED OR DEAD PLANT MATERIAL SHALL BE SATISFACTORILY TREATED

OR REPLACED PER THE CONDITIONS OF THE PERMIT.

3- ALL LANDSCAPE AND IRRIGATION SHALL CONFORM TO THE STANDARDS OF THE CITY WIDE LANDSCAPE

REGULATIONS AND THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO LAND DEVELOPMENT MANUAL LANDSCAPE STANDARDS AND ALL

OTHER LANDSCAPE RELATED CITY AND REGIONAL STANDARDS.

4. A MINIMUM ROOT ZONE OF 40 SQUARE FEET IN AREA SHALL BE PROVIDED FOR ALL TREES. THE MINIMUM

DIMENSION FOR THIS AREA SHALL BE 5 FEET, PER THE SDMC 142.0403 (b) (5).

5. TREES SHALL BE MAINTAINED SO THAT ALL BRANCHES OVER PEDESTRIAN WALKWAYS ARE 6 FEET ABOVE

THE WALKWAY GRADE AND BRANCHES OVER VEHICULAR TRAVEL WAYS ARE 16 FEET ABOVE THE TRAVEL

WAY PER THE SDMC 142.0403 (b) (10).

6. IF ANY REQUIRED LANDSCAPE INDICATED ON THE APPROVED CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENT PLANS IS

DAMAGED OR REMOVED DURING DEMOLITION OR CONSTRUCTION, IT SHALL BE REPAIRED AND/OR REPLACED

IN KIND AND EQUIVALENT SIZE PER THE APPROVED DOCUMENTS TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT WITHIN 30 DAYS OF DAMAGE.

N

STREETYARD / REMAINING YARD

VEHICULAR USE AREA

POINTS ACHIEVED BY UTILIZING    142.0405(a)(3)

S

S

ATTACHMENT 11

A2.2-63



4' MIN. CLEAR V.I.F.
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REQUESTEDREQUESTED 2 FT.

JACARANDA JACARANDA MIMOSIFOLIA M

COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

WUCOLS

WATER REQ

QTY SIZESYMBOL

36" BX4

POINTS

PER PLANT

50 200

OPTION 1

WEEPING BOTTLEBRUSH

CALLISTEMON VIMINALIS

L

36" BX

50

OPTION 2

FOREST PANSY REDBUD

CERCIS CANADENSIS

M

36" BX

OPTION 3

JACARANDA JACARANDA MIMOSIFOLIA M

24" BX1

20 20

TOTAL POINTS (PROVIDED BY TREES) 220

WEEPING BOTTLEBRUSH

CALLISTEMON VIMINALIS

L

4

1 24" BX

20 20

200

220TOTAL POINTS (PROVIDED BY TREES)

4

1 24" BX

20 20

200

220TOTAL POINTS (PROVIDED BY TREES)

FOREST PANSY REDBUD

CERCIS CANADENSIS

M

50

L

COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

WUCOLS

WATER REQ

QTY SIZESYMBOL

5  GAL.9

POINTS

PER PLANT

2

TOTAL

POTENTIAL

POINTS

18

SHRUBS/GROUND COVER

TOTAL POSSIBLE POINTS (PROVIDED BY SHRUBS)

TOTAL

POTENTIAL

POINTS

ROSEMARY ROSMARINUS OFFICINALIS

L

5  GAL.5

2 10

L

5  GAL.5

2 10

10

(OPTION 1)

(OPTION 1)

(OPTION 2)

TOTAL POSSIBLE POINTS (PROVIDED BY SHRUBS) 18

CLEVELAND SAGE SALVIA CLEVELANDII

CLEVELAND SAGE SALVIA CLEVELANDII

(MAINTAINED @ 3')

L

5  GAL.9

2 18

(OPTION 2)

(MAINTAINED @ 3')

CANYON LIVE-FOREVER DUDLEYA CYMOSA

L

5  GAL.9

2 18

BLUE-EYED GRASS SISYRINCHIUM BELLUM(OPTION 1)
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All drawings, specifications and documents prepared by G. O. DESIGNS

are instruments of service for use solely with respect to this project and

shall not be used on other projects, for additions to this project, or for completion

of this project without the express written permission of G. O. DESIGNS.

G. O. DESIGNS shall be deemed the author of these documents and

shall retain all common law, statutory and other rights, including copyright.

Viewing these drawings and or documents shall constitute acceptance of the

above terms.

G.O.

D E S I G N S

STEVEREID360@GMAIL.COM

Scale: 1" = 10'

Date: 03/06/18

REV4: 07/17/18
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Irrigation: An automatic, electrically controlled irrigation system shall be provided as

required by LDC 142.0403(c) for proper irrigation, development, and maintenance of the

vegetation in a healthy, disease-resistant condition. The design of the system shall

provide adequate support for the vegetation selected.

All required planting areas and all exposed soil areas without vegetation

shall be covered with mulch to a minimum depth of 3 inches, excluding

slopes requiring revegetation per SDMC 142.0411."

NO TREES OR SHRUBS WHOSE HEIGHT WILL BE 3' MATURITY SHALL BE INSTALLED

OR RETAINED WITHIN 5' OF ANY PUBLICLY MAINTAINED WATER FACILITY OR

WITHIN 10' OF ANY PUBLICLY MAINTAINED SEWER FACILITY.

Maintenance: All required landscape areas shall be maintained by property owner.

Landscape and irrigation areas in the public right-of-way shall be maintained by

property owner. The landscape areas shall be maintained free of debris and litter, and

all plant material shall be maintained in a healthy growing condition. Diseased or

dead plant material shall be satisfactorily treated or replaced per the conditions of the

permit.

JACARANDA /

JACARANDA MIMOSIFOLIA

1. MINIMUM TREE SEPARATION DISTANCE

2. Traffic signals / stop signs - 20 feet

3. Underground utility lines - 5 feet (10' for sewer)

4. Above ground utility structures - 10 feet

5. Driveway (entries) - 10 feet

6. Intersections (intersecting curb lines of two streets) - 25 feet

WEEPING BOTTLEBRUSH /

CALLISTEMON VIMINALIS

FOREST PANSY REDBUD /

CERCIS CANADENSIS

WATER BUDGET REQUIREMENTS:

40 SQ.FT. / TREE

TOTAL TREES = 5

TREE LANDSCAPE AREA = 200 sq.ft.

PARKWAY LANDSCAPE AREA MINUS TREE= 49 sq.ft.

STREET YARD LANDSCAPE AREA = 125 sq.ft.

V.U.A. LANDSCAPE AREA MINUS TREES= 119 sq.ft.

WATER BUDGET REQUIRED FOR

LANDSCAPE AREA LARGER THAN 500 sq.ft.

BLUE-EYED GRASS/

SISYRINCHIUM BELLUM

ROSEMARY/

ROSMARINUS OFFICINALIS

CANYON LIVE-FOREVER/

DUDLEYA CYMOSA

CLEVELAND SAGE/

SALVIA CLEVELANDII
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SE'lrER NOTES 
1. EACH LOT SHALL RECEIVE A 4-INCH SEWER HOUSE CONNECllON, UNLESS OTHER/lfSE INOICATEO ON THE PLANS OR SPECIAL SPEClflCAllONS. LOCAllON TO 
BE OElERMINEO IN THE R£10 BY THE ENGINEER OF IKJRK. THE "AS-BUil I LOCA llONS SHALL BE SHOMI ON THESE PLANS ANO THE SEWER LATERAL 
TABLE COMPLETED PRIOR TO ACCEPTANCE OF THE SEWER FACIL/llES. 

2 LOCATE SEltER HOUSE CONNECTIONS OUT OF OR/VEWA Y.3' ANO A MIN/Al/JAi OF TEN FEET FROM TREES. THE SE#FR HO/JS£ CONNECllONS SHALL BE A 
Al/NIAi/JAi OF 5 FEET DOM/HILL FROM THE WATER SERVICE. 

.1 PROVIDING SEWER FOR THIS OEV£10PAIENT IS OEPENOENT UPON PRIOR CONSlR/JCllON OF CERTAIN SEltER FAC/LlllES IN PREVIOUS/. Y APPROVED 
DEV£10PAIENTS. IF THESE FACILlllES HA VE NOT BEEN CONSTRI/CTEO ANO ACCEPTED BY THE CITY AT THE llAIE OF CONNECllON. THEN CERTAIN PORTIONS 
OF THESE PREV/0/JS/.Y APPROVED OR PLANNED SEWER FACILlllES, AS REQ/JIREO BY THE CITY ENGINE£R, llfLL BECOME Off-SITE IMPROVEMENTS AS PART OF 
THIS DEVELOPMENT. PRIOR TO CONNECllON OF PUBI.IC SEWER FACIL/llES, THESE OFF-SITE IMPROVEMENTS AI/JST BE CONSTRI/CTEO ANO ACCEPTED BY THE 
CITY ANO OOC/JAIENTEO AS A CONS7R//Cl10N CHANGE TO THE ORIGINAL APPROVED MYLARS FOR THIS DEV£10PAIENT. llHS DEV£10PAIENr'S SEWER FAC/LlllES 
ARE DEPENDENT /JPON THE COMPLEllON ANO ACCEPTANCE OF THE FOLLO/lfNG APPROVED SEWER FACILIT1ES: 

(llllE) (ORA/lfNG NUMBER) 

4. All VALVES FOR SEWER FORCE MAINS SHALL BE FLANGED TO CROSSES ANO TEES. 

5. All BURIED 0/JCllLE ANO CRAY CAST IRON PIPE, RmNCS, VALVES ANO APPURTENANCES SHALL BE COA TEO lffTH A 0/£1ECTRIC COATING: A l/OI/IO 
EPOXY COAllNG SY.3'TEM PER AWWA C-210 AT 24 Al/LS AIIN!l.(IJM ORY fill.I llHCKNESS (AIOFT), A COW APPL/EO THREE PART SY.3'TFM PETROl.£/JAI WAX 
TAPE PER AWWA C-211, OR A POL't/JRETHANE COAllNG OF 24 MllS IIOFT SIi/TABLE FOR BURIED /JSE. 

6. SHOP ORAlffNG S/JBAIITTALS.· PRIOR TO FABRICAllON, SHOP ORAlffNGS SHALL BE PREPARED ANO APPROVED BY THE ENGINEER OF RECORD. THE ENGINEER 
OF RECORD SHALL CERllFY THAT THE SHOP DRAlffNGS MEET THE INTENT OF THE SIGNED DESIGN PLANS ANO SPEC/RCA110NS. THE APPROVED SHOP 
ORAlffNGS SHALL THEN BE SUBMITTED TO THE RESIDENT ENGINEER FOR A 6 (SIX) /£EK REVIEW PERIOD. ONCE THE SHOP ORAlffNGS HAVE BEEN ACCEPTED 
BY THE RESIDENT ENGINE£R, THE IIA TERIALS MAY BE IIANUFACT1/REO AT THE PLANT. REQ/JESTS FOR PLANT INSPECllONS MUST BE MADE A MINIM/JAi OF 2 
(TWO) WORK/NC OA Y.3' PRIOR TO MANUFACT1/RINC IF THE PLANT IS LOCA TEO IN THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA AREA. All PLANTS LOCA TEO OUTS/OE OF 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA AI/JST SCHEO/J/£ INSPECllON A MINIM/JAi OF 7 (SEVEN) WORKING OA Y5' PRIOR TO MANUFACT1/RING. REFER TO THE 2000 EO/llON OF 
THE STANDARD SPEClflCA TIONS FOR P/JBUC WORKS CONSTR/JCllON, SECllON 4-1.J, FOR INSPECllON REQ/JIREMENTS. 

7. All HORIZONTAL SEPARAllON DIMENSIONS SHOMI BETWEEN WATER ANO SE#FR MAINS SHALL BE MEASURED FROM THE NEAREST EOG£ OF EACH PIP£1/NE 
PER STA TE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPARTMENT OF HEAL TH SERVICES, BASIC SEPARA llON STANDARDS. Al/NIM/JAi SEPARA llON BETl'EEN WATER ANO SEWER MAINS 
SHALL BE ID FOOT HORIZONTAL ANO I FOOT VERllCAL 

8. PR/VA TE ON SITE SEltER IS SHOMI IN BOTH PLAN ANO PROF!LE FOR REFERENCE ONLY TO A l-0'0 CONfl/CTS ANO TO SHOW CONNECllONS TO P/JBl/C 
LATERALS OR IIAINS. All PR/VA TE SEWER SHOWN SHALL BE INSTALLED /JNOER SEPARATE PERllfT. 

9. ALL PROPOSED PUBUC SEltER FACILITY INSTALLATIONS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED llfTH AIA TERIALS CURRENll Y LISTED IN THE IIOST CURRENT EDITION OF 
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO WATER ANO AI/JNICIPAL SEltER APPROVED AIA TERIALS LIST AS REFERENCED IN THE STANDARD SPEC/RCA llONS FOR PUBLIC WORKS 
CONSTR/JCllON. 

1a IN 'GA TEO COIIAIUNlllES: THE DEVELOPER SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR PROVIDING THE AIETROPOI.JTAN WASTEWATER OEPARTMENT/WASTEWA TER 
COLLECllONS 0/VISION lffTH KEYED ACCESS. AOO/llONAL NOTES AIA Y BE REQ/JIREO BY THE PLAN REVIEWER TO ADDRESS SPEC/RC PROJECT REOI/IREAIENTS 
ANO MAY INCL/JOE THE FOLLO/lfNG.·. 

A. All PROPOSED SEltER SHOMI ON THESE PLANS SHALL ADHERE TO THE REOI/IREAIENTS OF THE CITY OF SAN 0/ECO. SEWER OESICN Cll/OE, 
OOC/JAIENT NO. 769875, RLEO Jl/NE 11, 2001. 

8. All EJ(/SllNG UNUSED SEltER LATERALS SHALL BE PLUGGED AT PROPERTY LINE BY CONTRACTOR. 

C: PRIOR TO CONNECTING TO ANY EXIST/NC SEWER LATERAL, IT SHALL BE CLOSED CIRC/JIT TELEVISION INSPECTED BY A CALIFORNIA LICENSED 
Pl/JAIBINC CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY LATERAL IS IN COOO WORKING CONO/llON ANO FREE OF All OEBRIS. 

0. NO SHR/JBS IIORE THAN 3 FEET IN HEIGHT AT AIA T1/RITY OR TREES ALLOWED lffllHN 10 FEET OF ANY P/JBL/C SEltER MAINS OR SEWER LATERALS. 
NO PRESSI.IRIZ£D LANDSCAPE /RR/GA llON MAINS ALLOWED lffTHIN ANY SEWER EASEMENTS. 

£ ALL 0/JCllLE IRON PIPE PROPOSED FOR SEWER FORCE MAINS OR CRA VITY SE#FR MAINS SHALL BE POl 't/JRETHANE COA TEO ANO LINED PER 
SECllON 02630 OF THE CLEAN WATER PROCRAM GUll)£11NES. THE PIPE EXTERIOR SHALL BE 40 MILS Al/NIM/JAi ORY RLAI THICKNESS (AIOFl). ANO THE 
PIPE INTERIOR SHALL BE 30 Al/LS MIN/MUii ORY RLAI THICKNESS (MOFT). 

F. PR/VA TE SEWERAGE SY.3'TFM DESIGN CERllFICA llON: I HEREBY DECLARE THAT I AM THE ENGINEER OF WORK FOR THE PROJECT. THAT I HA VE 
EXERCISED RESPONSIBLE CHARGE OVER THE DESIGN OF THE PR/VA TE SEWERAGE SY.3'TFM lff'HCH IS LOCA TEO lffTHIN THE S£~R / WATER / GENERAL 
/Jlll/TY EASEMENT/ ANO OR THE P/JBl/C RIGHT-OF-WAY, ANO THAT THE OESlrlN IS CONSISTENT llfTH CURRENT STANDARDS AS REQ/J/REO BY THE 
CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE (CPC) 2000 EO/llON ANO THAT All REQ/J/REO ''ENCROACHMENT ANO IIAINTENANCE ANO REMOVAL AGRffilEN1 FORMS. 
EXHIBITS ANO NOTARY HA VE BEEN SIJBAI/TlEO FOR RECOROA llON. I /JNOERSTANO THAT THE CHECK OF PROJECT ORA/lfNGS ANO SPEC/RCA llONS BY 
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO IS CONRNEO TO A REVIEW ONLY ANO DOES NOT RELIEVE ME, AS ENGINEER OF WORK, OF AIY RESPONS/BfLlllES FOR 
PROJECT OESICN. 

G. FOR All SE/£R PLANS.· THE CONTRACTOR SHALL OBSERVE ANO COAIPL Y lffTH ALL FEDERAL, STATE, ANO LOCAL LA#S; ORDINANCES, CODES, 
ORDERS, ANO REGULA llONS MUCH IN ANY MANNER AFFECT THE CONDUCT OF THE WORK. SPECIRCALL Y AS IT R£1A 1ES TO SEWAGE SPILLS. THE 
CONTRACTOR SHALL BE F/JLLY RESPONSIBLE FOR PREVENllNG SEWAGE SPILLS, FOR CONTAINING SEWAGE SPILLS, ANO FOR RECOVERY ANO LEGAL 
DISPOSAL OF ANY SPILLED SEWAGE, ANO FOR ANY RNES, PENAL llES, CLAIMS ANO LIABILITY ARISING FROM CA/JS/NG A SEWAGE SPILL, ANO FOR ANY 
VIOLA llON OF ANY LAW. ORO/NANCE, COO£, ORDER, OR REGULA llON AS A RES/Jl T OF THE SP/ll(S). 

H. FOR WORK INVOL I/ING CONNECllON TO EXISllNG FAC/L/l1ES.· PRIOR TO THE START OF CONSTR/JCllON WHICH INVOL 16 ANY EXIST/NC WASTEWATER 
FACIL/TlES, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBI.E FOR DEV£10PINC ANO SIJBl.(/TT/NC TO THE RESIDENT ENGINEER FOR REVIEW ANO APPROVAL, A 
WASTEWATER FLOW DIVERSION PLAN IN COMPLIANCE lffTH THE CITY'S POLICY OF ''ZERO SPILLS' AT LEAST RFlEEN WORKING OA Y.3' PRIOR TO 
/AIPL£A(ENTA llON OF THE PLAN. THE DIVERSION PLAN SHALL /Net.UDE AN EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN /NO/CA TINC THE PROCEO/JRES, EQ/JIPAIENT. ANO 
ACllV/llES THAT lffLL BE IMPLEMENTED IN THE EVENT OF AN EMERGENCY SH/JWOWN OR FAILURE OF THE FLOW 0/VERS/ON EQ/JIPMENT /JSEO FOR 

CONSTRUCTION THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR IMPLEAIENTA llON OF THE EMERGENCY PLAN IN ACCORDANCE lffTH SECllON 7-8.8.1 OF 
THE 2003 CITY OF SAN 0/ECO SUPPLEMENT AMENDMENTS (DOC. Na AEC 701041) TO THE STANDARD SPEC/RCA llONS FOR PUBLIC WORKS 
CONSTR/JCllON. 

I. FOR WORK WHERE B'/PASS P/JI.IPINC MAY BE INVOLVED ADO: AT LEAST 15 WORK/NC OAY.3' PRIOR TO THE IMPlEMENTAllON OF ANY FLOW DIVERSION, 
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR OEV£10P/NG ANO SUBMITTING TO THE RESIDENT ENGINEER, FOR REVIEW ANO APPROVAL, A 
WASTEWATER FLOW DIVERSION PLAN. THE CONTRACTOR's WASTEWATER FLOW 0/VERSION PLAN SHALL BE REVIEWED ANO APPROVED BY THE 
WASTEWATER COLLECllON DIVISION, AIETROPOl/TAN WASTEWATER DEPARTMENT. BEFORE ANY FLOW CAN BE 0/VERTEO. THE DIVERSION PLAN SHALL 
/NO/CA TE THE S£Q1JENCE OF DIVERSION OPERA llONS ANO All OTHER OPERA llONS THE CONTRACTOR llfll ESTABLISH TO MAINTAIN WASTEWATER 
SERVICE 0/JRING THE CONSTRI/CllON PER/00. THE 0/VERS/ON PLAN SHALL INCL/JOE A COMPREHENSIVE EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN, /Nct.UO/NG 
STANDBY REO/JNOANT BY-PASS EQ/J/PMENT. IN THE EVENT OF AN EMERGENCY SH/JTOOMI OR FAILURE OF THE FLOW DIVERSION EQ/JIPIIENT. THE 
CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR IMPLEAIENTA llON OF THE EMERGENCY PLAN IN ACCORDANCE lffTH SECllON 7-8.8. 1 OF THE 2003 CITY OF 
SAN DIEGO SUPP/£AIENT AMENDMENTS (DOC. NQ AEC 701041 TO THE STANDARD SPEClflCA llONS FOR PUBI.IC MJRKS CONS7R//Cl10N. 

PRIVATE NOTE 
All ONSITE, PRIVATE IMPROVEMENTS SHOMI ON THIS ORAlffNG ARE FOR INFORIIAllON ONLY. THE CITY ENGINEER's APPROVAL OF THIS ORAlffNG, IN NO WAY 
CONS11T1/1ES AN APPROVAL OF SAID PR/VA TE IMPROVEMENTS. A SEPARATE PERMIT FOR S/JCH IMPROVEJ.IENTS AIA Y BE REQ/J/REO. 

JYATER NOTES 
1. EACH LOT SHALL RECEIVE A 1-INCH WATER SERVICE, UNLESS INOICATEO ON THE PLANS OR SPECIAL SPEClflCATIONS. LOCAllONS ARE TO BE DETERMINED 
IN THE R£10 BY THE ENGINEER OF WORK. THE "AS-B/Jll I LOCA llONS SHALL BE SHOMI ON THESE PLANS ANO THE SEWER LATERAL TABLE COMPLETED 
PRIOR TO ACCEPTANCE OF THE WATER FAC/LlllES. 

2 LOCATE WATER SERVICE HOUSE CONNECllONS OUT OF OR/VEWA 1:5: THE SEWER HOUSE CONNECTIONS SHALL BE A MINIII/JM OF 5 FEET DOWNHILL FROU 
THE WATER SERVICE. 

.1 All CONNECllONS TO EXISllNG WATER MAINS ARE TO BE DONE BY THE CITY's DEPARTMENT FOR WHICH THE FOLLO/lfNG FEES lffLI. BE CHARGED. IF THE 
WATER CONNECllONS ARE NOT READY TO BE MADE ANO THE FEES PAID BEFORE 12/19/18, THE CITY RESERl6 THE RIGHT TO ADJUST THE FEES 
ACCORDING TO THE FEE SCHEDULE IN EFFECT AT THE l1ME THE CONNECllONS ARE IIAOE. IT IS THE RESPONS/BfLITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO EXPOSE THE 
EXISllNG MAIN AT THE CONNECllON POINT ANO TO INSTALL THE NEW MAIN AT THE ALIGNMENT ANO GRADE WHICH 111!.l PERMIT THE CITY TO MAKE A 
''sTRAIGHT-IN' CONNECllON lffTHOIJT /JS/NG IIORE THAN 10 LINEAL FEET OF PIP£ 

COST T'tPE OF CONNECllON SHEET 
ITEM NQ1: /254 !" #FT TAP 2 
ITFM NQ2· ''5 4• TOKEN TEE CONNECllON 2 
• EXAMPLE CONNECllON 

CONTRACTOR TO SET SADDLE/TAPP/NC SLEEVE ANO CORPORATION STOP/TAPP/NC VALVE FOR All #FT TAPS APPROVAL BY THE SH/JTDOMI COMMITTEE IS 
REQ/J/REO FOR All MAJOR PIPELINES 16" ANO LARGER. SH/JTOOMI lffNOOW PERIOD IS BETWEEN NOVEJ.IBER 1 l1LL APRIL 1 OF THE FOLLOlffNG lf'AR. WHEN 
WATER OEMANO IS LOWER. 

4. PROV/0/NG WATER FOR THIS OEV£10PAIENT IS DEPENDENT /JPON PRIOR CONSlR/JCllON OF CERTAIN WATER FACILlllES IN PREV/0/JS/. Y APPROVED 
DEV£10PI.IENTS. IF THESE FAC/LlllES HAVE NOT BEEN CONSTRI/CTEO ANO ACCEPTED BY THE CITY AT THE llME OF CONNECllON, THEN CERTAIN PORllONS 
OF THESE PREV/0/JSL Y APPROVED OR PLANNEO WATER FAC/LlllES, AS RE(}/j/REO BY THE CITY ENGINEER, llfLL BECOME Off-SITE IMPROVEMENTS AS PART OF 
llHS DEVELOPMENT. PRIOR TO CONNECllON TO PUBLIC WATER FACILITlES, THESE OFF-SITE IMPROVEMENTS AI/JST BE CONSTR/JCTEO ANO ACCEPTED BY THE 
CITY ANO OOC/JMENTEO AS A CONSTR/JCllON CHANGE TO THE ORIGINAL APPROVED AIY!.ARS FOR llHS DEVELOPMENT. THIS DEV£10PMENr'S WATER 
FACIL/llES ARE DEPENDENT /JPON THE COMP!.EllON ANO ACCEPTANCE OF THE FOLLO/lfNG APPROVED WATER FAC/Lll1ES.· 

(llllE) (ORA lffNG N/JAIBER) 

5. All VAL 16 llfLL BE FLANGED TO CROSSES ANO TEES. ONLY CA TE VALVES SHALL BE /JS£O IN RRE HWRANT INSTALLA l10NS. All BURIED 0/JClllE ANO 
GRAY CAST IRON PIPE, RTTINGS, VALVES ANO APPURTENANCES SHALL BE COA TEO lffTH A 0/£1EC7RIC COA llNG: A l/Q/J/0 EPOXY COA llNC SY.3'1EAI PER 
AWWA C-210 AT 24 II/LS MINIM/JM ORY RLAI THICKNESS (AIOFl). OR A COLO APPl/£0 THREE PART SY.3'1£M PETROlB/1.1 WAX TAPE PER AWWA C-211, OR A 
100% POl 't/JRETHANE COA llNG OF 24 Al/LS MOFT SIi/TABLE FOR BURIED /JSE. 

6. All PROPOSED WA 1ER FACILITY INSTALLATIONS SHALL BE CONSTR/JCTEO lffTH AIA TERIALS CURRENll. Y LISTED IN THE A/OST CURRENT EO/llON OF THE CITY 
OF SAN DIEGO WATER Ulll/llES DEPARTMENT APPROVED AIA TERIALS LIST AS REFERENCED IN THE STANDARD SPEC/RCA llONS FOR PIJBLIC MJRKS 
CONSTRUCllON. RECENT REVISIONS INClfJOE BUT IS NOT LIi.i/TEO TO THE REOI/IREAIENT FOR POLYMER CONCRETE WATER METER BOXES INSTEAD OF THE 
STANDARD PRECAST WATER METER BOXES. 

7. ALL HORIZONTAL ANO VERllCAL SEPARA llON 0/MENS/ONS SHOMI BETWEEN WATER ANO SEWER MAINS SHALL BE MEASURED FROM THE NEAREST EDGE OF 
EACH PIP£1/NE PER STA TE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPARTMENT OF HEAL TH SERVICES, BASIC SEPARA llON STANDARDS. Al/NIM/JAi SEPARA llON BETWEEN WATER ANO 
SEWER MAINS SHALL BE 10 FOOT HORIZONTAL ANO 1 FOOT VERllCAL. 

Pl•Uil34!•1elmil:J®lfliiMQlil ra!liul rkm.\ ~·- I !.i•·H~ 

All development projects must implement source control BMPs. Refer to Chapter 4 and 
Appendix E of the BMP Design Manual for information to implement BMPs shown in this checklist. 
None: All selected BMPs must be shown on the construction plans. 

All development projects must implement site design BMPs. Refer to Chapter 4 and Appendix E 
of the BMP Design Manual for information to implement BMPs shown in this checklist. 

Note: All selected BMPs must be shown on the construction plans. 

Source Control Requirement Applied"l7 

4.2.1 Prevention of Illicit Discharges into the MS4 Yes No "' N/A 
4.2.2 Storm Drain Stenciling or Signage Yes No v NIA 

4.2.3 Protect Outdoor Materials Storage Areas from Rainfall, Run- Yes No v N/A - - -
On, Runoff, and Wind Dispersal 

4.2.4 Protect Materials Stored in Outdoor Work Areas from Rainfall, 0Yes LJNo i.o'.'.JNIA 
Run-On. Runoff. and Wind Dispersal 
4.2.5 Protect Trash Storage Areas from Rainfall, Run-On, Runoff, 0Yes 0No LJNIA 
and Wind Dispersal 

4.2.5 BMPs based on Potential Sources of Runoff Pollutants 
On-site storm drain inlets Yes No v NIA 

Interior floor drains and elevator shaft sump pumps Yes No v NIA 

Interior parking garages 0Yes No v N/A 

Need for future indoor & structural oesr control vlYes No N/A 
Landscape/Outdoor Pesticide Use 0Yes 0No NIA 

Pools, spas, ponds, decorJtive fountains, and other water featu res 0Yes I INo v N/A 

Food service Yes 0No v N/A 

Refuse areas Yes No "' N/A 
Industrial processes 0Yes No V N/A 

Outdoor storage of equipment or materials IYes No v N/A 

Vehicle/Equipment Repair and Maintenance 0Yes No v N/A 

Fuel Dispensing Areas 0Yes No "' N/A 
Loading Docks IYes No v NIA 

Fire Sprinkler Test Water 0Yes 0No N/A 

Miscellaneous Drain or Wash Water 0Yes No v N/A 

Plazas, sidewalks, and parking lots 0Yes No N/A 
SC-6A: Large Trash Generating Facilities Yes No v NIA 

SC-6B: Animal Facilities Yes No v NIA 

SC-6C: Plant Nurser ies and Garden Centers 0Yes No v N/A 

SC-6D: Automotive Facilities IYes No v N/A 

Discussion/ justification for fill "No'1 answers shown above: 

so\ The City of San Diego I Storm Water Standards 
Form l-4A I January 2018 Edition 

Site Design Requirement 
4,3.1 Maintain Natural Drainage Pathways and Hydrologic 
Features 

4.3.2 Conserve Natural Areas, Soils, and Vegetation 

4.3.3 Minimize lm_eervious Area 
4.3.4 Minimize Soil Compaction 

4.3.5 Impervious Area Dispersion 

4.3.6 Runoff Collection 
4.3.7 Landscaping with Native or Drought Tolerant Species 

4.3.8 Harvest and Use Preci_eitation 

Discussion/ justificalion for all "Na" answers shown above: 

Applied'1? 
Yes QNo [2jN/A 

Yes 0No 0NIA 
Yes [2]No ON/A 
Yes ./ No N/A 

Yes ./ No NIA 

Yes 0No ./ NIA 

[:]Yes QNo CjN/A 

Oves 0No [Z]N/A 

SD-3 -The existing condition is paved and the proposed condition will be paved. 
SD-4 - The majority of the development will be compacted for both the structure and the parking. 
SD-5 - Very little hardscape area could feasibly be dispersed into the minima l landscape areas. 

'
1
' Answer ror each source control and site design category shall be pursuant to the rollowing: 
• "Yes" means the project will implement the BMP as described in Chapter 4 and/or Appendix E 

of the BMP Design Manual. Discussion/ justification is not required. 

• "No" means the BMP is applicable to the project but it is not feasible to implement. Discussion 
/ just ification must be provided. 

• "N/A" means the BMP is not applicable at the project site because the project does not include 
the feature that is addressed by the BMP (e.g., the project has no outdoor materials storage 
areas). Discussion/ justification may be provided. 

The City of San Diego I Storm Water Standards 
Form I-SA I January 2018 Edition 

tViL 
PA/JL RSHER 

PROJECllON ENGINEIRING, INC: 
1230 CEDAR SlREET 
RAMONA, CA 92065 
PH.· 760-#J-65(),f. 

OA TE EXP. 12-31-19 
R.C:£ NO. 71549 

EMAIL: pou!Rsherflprojectionengineering. com 

s~ 

7/24/2018 
DATE: 

PR/VA TE CONTRACT 

WATER/SEWER NOTES ANO STORM WATER FORMS 

0 FEDERAL BOlJLEVARO 
SAN 0/EGO, CA 92114 

BRIEF LEGAL OESCR/PllON: A PORllON OF LOT 24, BLOCK 25 C. A 
OF MAP Na 2121 • 'I' 

CITY OF SAN OJ.ECO, CAIJFOBNIA 
Development Services Department 

SHEET 4 OF 4 SHEETS 

/.Q NQ 24007747 

PROJECT NQ 598124 
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Form EC-603 (Rev. 2/1/16)

LOBBYING FIRM 
QUARTERLY DISCLOSURE REPORT 

[Form EC-603] 

      
 

Total # of Pages: ______ 

      Check Box if an Amendment (explain: ____________________________ 

      ___________________________________________________________) 

For Official Use Only 

 
 

 

CITY OF SAN DIEGOPeriod Covered: 
From  ___________  
To  _____________ 

   Check Box if Terminating Status as a Lobbying Firm

Identify the Firm: 

______________________________________________________       __________________________ 
Name of Lobbying Firm Telephone Number 
________________________________________    _____________________    _____    ___________ 
Business Address       (Number & Street)      (City)       (State)      (Zip) 

Disclosure Schedules: 

Schedule A:  Client Disclosure. You must complete Schedule A-1 or A-2 for each registered client. 

Check box (and attach schedule) if the firm has activity to report on this schedule 
for the reporting period. 
Check box (do not attach schedule) if the firm has no activity to report on this 
schedule for the reporting period. 

YES NO  You MUST check one box for each of the following schedules. 
 Schedule B: Activity Expenses.  Activity expenses made during the reporting period. 

 Schedule C: Candidate Contributions.  Contributions of $100 or more made to
support or oppose a City candidate during the reporting period.

 
Schedule D: Ballot Measure Contributions.  Contributions of $100 or more made to
a City candiate-controlled ballot measure committee during the reporting period.

 Schedule E: Fundraising Activities.  Fundraising activities by owners, officers, and 
lobbyists in the amount of $2,000 or more during the reporting period.

 Schedule F: Campaign Services.  Paid campaign-related services personally 
provided by owners, officers, and lobbyists during the reporting period.

 Schedule G: City Contract Services.  Paid services personally provided by owners, 
officers, and lobbyists under a City contract during the reporting period. 

VERIFICATION 
I have been authorized by the Lobbying Firm identified above to make this verification. I have exercised reasonable
diligence in the course of reviewing this Quarterly Disclosure Report for completeness and accuracy. I declare under
penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the contents of this Quarterly Disclosure Report,
including all attached schedules, are true, correct, and complete, except as to those matters which are stated on
information and belief, and as to those matters I believe them to be true.

Executed on ______________________  at _________________________________________________________ 
(Date) (City and State) 

By:   _____________________________     _______________________________      _______________________ 
(Signature) (Print Name) (Title)

07/1/2018

09/30/2018

7

Vanst Law LLP

San Diego CA 92110

X

X

X

X

X

X

10/25/2018 San Diego, California

Cynthia Morgan-Reed Partner

www.netfile.com

E-Filed
10/25/2018
14:33:20

Filing ID:
174483229

A2.3-74



SCHEDULE A-1:  CLIENT DISCLOSURE (Lobbying Contacts) 
Name of Lobbying Firm: ___________________________________________________________________________ 

Fill out a  Schedule A-1 for each client for whom the firm had at least one lobbying contact during the reporting period. 
Fill out a separate Schedule A-1 for each decision lobbied on by the firm for the client. 

NAME OF CLIENT: _________________________________________  Telephone No.: ____________________ 

________________________________________    _____________________    _____    ___________ 
Client’s Address       (Number & Street)                                                 (City)       (State)    (Zip) 

TOTAL COMPENSATION for all decisions lobbied on for the client, to the nearest $1,000:  $_________________ 

  Check this box if the firm lobbied for this client on a contingency basis during the reporting period. 

MUNICIPAL DECISION (per Registration, plus specifics if necessary): ___________________________________ 

 ___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 ___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

A. Outcome Sought (per Registration, plus specifics if necessary): _____________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

B. Name of each Lobbyist in the firm who lobbied City Officials regarding this municipal decision:

_________________________________________  _________________________________________  

_________________________________________  _________________________________________  

_________________________________________  _________________________________________  

C. Name and Department of each City Official lobbied:

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Comments: _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 If more space is needed, check box and attach continuation sheet(s). 

Form EC-603 (Rev. 2/1/16)

Page 2 of 7

Vanst Law LLP

Aaron Magagna

San Diego CA 92111

22,565.32

Assist with processing Client's Marijuana

Outlet application for 6220 1/3 Federal Blvd, San Diego California 92114.

Approval of client's Marijuana outlet

application to obtain a Conditional Use Permit for 6220 1/3 Federal Blvd., San Diego, CA 92114.  Opposing

a competing Marijuana Outlet application at 6176 Federal Blvd., San Diego, CA 92114

Cynthia Morgan-Reed

Laura Black Development Services Department

Cherlyn Cac Development Services

J Fisher Development Services

M Sokolowski Development Services

X
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SCHEDULE A-1:  CLIENT DISCLOSURE (Lobbying Contacts) 
Name of Lobbying Firm: ___________________________________________________________________________ 

Fill out a  Schedule A-1 for each client for whom the firm had at least one lobbying contact during the reporting period. 
Fill out a separate Schedule A-1 for each decision lobbied on by the firm for the client. 

NAME OF CLIENT: _________________________________________  Telephone No.: ____________________ 

________________________________________    _____________________    _____    ___________ 
Client’s Address       (Number & Street)                                                 (City)       (State)    (Zip) 

TOTAL COMPENSATION for all decisions lobbied on for the client, to the nearest $1,000:  $_________________ 

  Check this box if the firm lobbied for this client on a contingency basis during the reporting period. 

MUNICIPAL DECISION (per Registration, plus specifics if necessary): ___________________________________ 

 ___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 ___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

A. Outcome Sought (per Registration, plus specifics if necessary): _____________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

B. Name of each Lobbyist in the firm who lobbied City Officials regarding this municipal decision:

_________________________________________  _________________________________________  

_________________________________________  _________________________________________  

_________________________________________  _________________________________________  

C. Name and Department of each City Official lobbied:

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Comments: _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 If more space is needed, check box and attach continuation sheet(s). 

Form EC-603 (Rev. 2/1/16)

Page 3 of 7

Vanst Law LLP

C&B Black Mountain, LLC

San Diego CA 92121

2,079.50

See attachment 1.

Oppose the expansion of Urbn Leaf's pending

Marijuana Production Facility Conditional Use Permit application (Project #585598).

Cynthia Morgan-Reed

Mike Richmond Development Services

X
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SCHEDULE A-1:  CLIENT DISCLOSURE (Lobbying Contacts) 
Name of Lobbying Firm: ___________________________________________________________________________ 

Fill out a  Schedule A-1 for each client for whom the firm had at least one lobbying contact during the reporting period. 
Fill out a separate Schedule A-1 for each decision lobbied on by the firm for the client. 

NAME OF CLIENT: _________________________________________  Telephone No.: ____________________ 

________________________________________    _____________________    _____    ___________ 
Client’s Address       (Number & Street)                                                 (City)       (State)    (Zip) 

TOTAL COMPENSATION for all decisions lobbied on for the client, to the nearest $1,000:  $_________________ 

  Check this box if the firm lobbied for this client on a contingency basis during the reporting period. 

MUNICIPAL DECISION (per Registration, plus specifics if necessary): ___________________________________ 

 ___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 ___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

A. Outcome Sought (per Registration, plus specifics if necessary): _____________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

B. Name of each Lobbyist in the firm who lobbied City Officials regarding this municipal decision:

_________________________________________  _________________________________________  

_________________________________________  _________________________________________  

_________________________________________  _________________________________________  

C. Name and Department of each City Official lobbied:

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Comments: _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 If more space is needed, check box and attach continuation sheet(s). 

Form EC-603 (Rev. 2/1/16)

Page 4 of 7

Vanst Law LLP

Jacobs Center

San Diego CA 92114

297.50

Determination of whether vesting

tentative parcel map for Northwest Village project has expired or was planned as a phased Final Map.

Determination of vesting tentative parcel

map status.

Cynthia Morgan-Reed

Greg Hopkins Development Services Department

X
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SCHEDULE A-1:  CLIENT DISCLOSURE (Lobbying Contacts) 
Name of Lobbying Firm: ___________________________________________________________________________ 

Fill out a  Schedule A-1 for each client for whom the firm had at least one lobbying contact during the reporting period. 
Fill out a separate Schedule A-1 for each decision lobbied on by the firm for the client. 

NAME OF CLIENT: _________________________________________  Telephone No.: ____________________ 

________________________________________    _____________________    _____    ___________ 
Client’s Address       (Number & Street)                                                 (City)       (State)    (Zip) 

TOTAL COMPENSATION for all decisions lobbied on for the client, to the nearest $1,000:  $_________________ 

  Check this box if the firm lobbied for this client on a contingency basis during the reporting period. 

MUNICIPAL DECISION (per Registration, plus specifics if necessary): ___________________________________ 

 ___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 ___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

A. Outcome Sought (per Registration, plus specifics if necessary): _____________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

B. Name of each Lobbyist in the firm who lobbied City Officials regarding this municipal decision:

_________________________________________  _________________________________________  

_________________________________________  _________________________________________  

_________________________________________  _________________________________________  

C. Name and Department of each City Official lobbied:

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Name: ____________________________________    Department: _________________________________ 

Comments: _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 If more space is needed, check box and attach continuation sheet(s). 

Form EC-603 (Rev. 2/1/16)

Page 5 of 7

Vanst Law LLP

MMOF RE SD LLC

Culver City CA 90232

25,057.50

Amendment of Client's Marijuana Outlet

Conditional Use Permit.

Assist client to allow design element

changes through substantial conformance or amendment of the Conditional Use Permit for the property

located at 5125 Convoy Street, San Diego, Ca 92111.

Cynthia Morgan-Reed

Cherlyn Cac Development Services

Laura Black Development Services Department

PJ Fitzgerald Development Services

T Sherer Development Services

A Young Councilmember Cate

T Daly Development Services

J Fisher Development Services

M Sokolowski Development Services

A2.3-78
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Vanst Law LLP
For quarter 07/1/2018 to 09/30/2018
Schedule A-1
Attachment 1
C&B Black Mountain, LLC

Municipal Decision: Assist client with legal analysis of the current MJ Outlet Conditional Use Permit
operating at 1028 Buenos Avenue San Diego by Urbn Leaf. Oppose the expansion of Urbn Leaf's pending
Marijuana Production Facility Conditional Use Permit application (Project #585598).
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SCHEDULE A-2:  CLIENT DISCLOSURE (No Lobbying Contacts) 
Name of Lobbying Firm: ________________________________________________________________________ 

Complete a box for each registered client for whom the Lobbying Firm had no lobbying contacts during the reporting 
period. 

 

 

NAME OF CLIENT: _________________________________________  Telephone No.: ______________________ 

_________________________________________    ______________________    _____    ___________ 
Client’s Address       (Number & Street)  (City)                       (State)             (Zip) 

Contingency fees earned for lobbying performed in a previous reporting period (to the nearest $1,000):  $__________ 

 

 

 

NAME OF CLIENT: _________________________________________  Telephone No.: ______________________ 

_________________________________________    ______________________    _____    ___________ 
Client’s Address       (Number & Street)  (City)     (State)       (Zip) 

Contingency fees earned for lobbying performed in a previous reporting period (to the nearest $1,000):  $__________ 

 

 

 

NAME OF CLIENT: _________________________________________  Telephone No.: ______________________ 

_________________________________________    ______________________    _____    ___________ 
Client’s Address       (Number & Street)  (City)     (State)       (Zip) 

Contingency fees earned for lobbying performed in a previous reporting period (to the nearest $1,000):  $__________ 

 

 

 

NAME OF CLIENT: _________________________________________  Telephone No.: ______________________ 

_________________________________________    ______________________    _____    ___________ 
Client’s Address       (Number & Street)  (City)     (State)       (Zip) 

Contingency fees earned for lobbying performed in a previous reporting period (to the nearest $1,000):  $__________ 

 

 

 

 

NAME OF CLIENT: _________________________________________  Telephone No.: ______________________ 

_________________________________________    ______________________    _____    ___________ 
Client’s Address       (Number & Street)  (City)     (State)       (Zip) 

Contingency fees earned for lobbying performed in a previous reporting period (to the nearest $1,000):  $__________ 

 

 

 

 

NAME OF CLIENT: _________________________________________  Telephone No.: ______________________ 

_________________________________________    ______________________    _____    ___________ 
Client’s Address       (Number & Street)  (City)     (State)             (Zip) 

Contingency fees earned for lobbying performed in a previous reporting period (to the nearest $1,000):  $__________ 

Comments: _______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 If more space is needed, check box and attach continuation sheet(s).  
Form EC-603 (Rev. 2/1/16)
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Vanst Law LLP

Emmes Realty Services

Irvine CA 92612

0.00

LPP Lane Field

Atlanta GA 30303

0.00

T2 Development

Newport Beach CA 92660

0.00

Excel Hotel Group

San Diego CA 92131

0.00

Jeff Jordan

San Diego CA 92103

0.00
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Secretary of State  
Statement  of No Change  
(Limited Liability Company)  

LLC-12NC  

IMPORTANT  —  Read instructions  before completing this form.  This form  may  
be used only if a complete Statement of Information has  been filed previously  
and there has  been no change.  

Filing Fee   –   $20.00  

Copy Fee   –   $1.00;  
 Certification Fee - $5.00 plus copy  fee  

This Space For  Office Use Only  

 ___________________   
 Date  

 ___________________________________  
Type or Print Name of Person Completing the Form  

  _____________________   
Title 	 

 ____________________________________  
Signature  

 

 

   

 

 

   

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

LLC-12NC  (REV  01/2017)  2017  California Secretary of State 
 
www.sos.ca.gov/business/be
  

1. Limited Liability Company Name  (Enter the exact  name of the LLC as  it is recorded  with the California Secretary of State.  Note:
If you registered in California using an alternate name,  see instructions.) 

2. 12-Digit Secretary of  State File Number 3. State, Foreign Country  or Place of Organization   (only if formed 
outside of  California) 

4. No  Change  Statement  (Do not alter the No Change Statement.  If there has been any change, please complete a Statement  of 
Information (Form  LLC-12).) 

There has been no change in any of the information contained in the  
previous complete Statement of Information filed with the California  
Secretary of  State.  

5. The information contained herein is true and correct. 

Return  Address  (Optional)  (For  communication from  the Secretary  of  State  related to this  document,  or  if  purchasing  a copy  of  the  
filed document, enter the name of a person or  company and the mailing address.  This  information will become public  when filed.   
(SEE INSTRUCTIONS  BEFORE COMPLETING.)  

Name:  

Company: 
 

Address: 
 

City/State/Zip:   
 
 

 

 

JL 6TH AVENUE PROPERTY, LLC

201206010121 CALIFORNIA

11/29/2021 Larry Geraci Member

21-G22544

FILED
In the office of the Secretary of State 

 of the State of California

NOV 29, 2021
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EXHIBIT 1.5 
1.5-96



Larry Geraci 
JL 6th Avenue Property, LLC 

1033 6th Avenue, San Diego, CA  92101 

This is a commercial storefront that, on behalf of Geraci/JL, 
Bartell lobbied the City of San Diego to turn into a Marijuana 
Outlet (MO).  In none of the Bartell lobbying reports does he 
disclose, as is required information on these reports, that 
Geraci is the owner of JL. 

This property clearly does not have the setbacks required of 
an MO by the City of San Diego Land Use Regulations.  As 
such there is doubt that this address was ever even applied 
for as it’s obvious it would not have even cleared a 
preliminary review by Development Services Department (DSD).  On 05/31/22 a FOIA request was sent by certified 
mail to Planning-DSD to obtain any records that would prove Bartell had JL or whatever other entity Geraci might 
have used (he used a proxy, Rebecca Berry on the 6176 Federal CUP Application) to apply for a MO CUP at this 
property.  If Geraci/JL never even applied for that CUP it begs the question, what was it that Bartell was actually 
lobbying for?  Certainly not this location. 

Bartell has a certain amount of influence with the City of San Diego.  He can get properties rezoned so that they 
are in MO compliant zones.  He can help hide his activities with 
the City of San Diego DSD manipulating the information the 
public sees on their website.  He can represent clients where 
a murder can be ruled a suicide. He can avoid noticing the MO-
CUP applicants who have been sanctioned for illegal cannabis 
activities within the City.  He can testify at trial and the 
presiding judge will comment from the bench, while not 
designated as an expert, he was “impressive” and “we’ll let 
the jury decide” on what his trial testimony represented. (see 
Trial Transcript date 07/10/19 116:21-28, 117:1-2 GERACI v 
COTTON ET AL: 37-2017-00010073-CU-BC-CTL) 

There are other documents that will be provided here that shows how Bartell represented Geraci under LST 
Investments, LLC for the 6176 CUP and JL for the 1033 CUP.  If there was no 1033 CUP application and Bartell was 
doing any lobbying, it was being done on the Magagna-6220 Federal Blvd CUP which he shows lobbying the DSD 
project managers for the LST CUP at 6176 Federal when the DSD project management team he lists in his lobbying 
report for 3rd quarter 2018 were paid $1,000 and all had been assigned to the 6220 project.   

What is described here comes nothing short of criminal activities.  Unlike attorneys who can rely on attorney-client 
privileges, Bartell, as a lobbyist, must disclose these client relationships with the City of San Diego and be made 
available for public review.  Both myself and Attorney Andrew Flores have been in touch with FBI Special Agent 
Agent Sarah Howell to present them with information we had at the time.  The information being provided herein 
is in addition to what Flores and I had available at the time we met with the FBI. To my knowledge there has been 
no action by any investigating agencies as to the evidence that has been given to them.   

Darryl Cotton 

1.5-97

https://151farmers.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/07-10-2019_full-transcript-1.pdf
https://151farmers.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/07-10-2019_full-transcript-1.pdf
https://151farmers.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/07-10-2019_full-transcript-1.pdf
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On 08/11/22 the City of San Diego informed me that DSD had no records of a cannabis CUP ever being 
applied for at 1033 6th Avenue.  This confirms my suspicions that Bartell was NOT lobbying on behalf of 
Geraci’s property at 1033 6th Avenue but like in previous DSD fashion where they changed the APN for 
the 6220 Federal Blvd CUP application, this address was used to funnel lobbying money by Geraci thru 
Bartell to see that Geraci’s interests in having the 6220 CUP approved and the 6176 CUP denied could be 
financed.  This is an entire line of questioning that needs to be brought up in discovery.    
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Secretary of State  
Statement  of No Change  
(Limited Liability Company)  

LLC-12NC  

IMPORTANT  —  Read instructions  before completing this form.  This form  may  
be used only if a complete Statement of Information has  been filed previously  
and there has  been no change.  

Filing Fee   –   $20.00  

Copy Fee   –   $1.00;  
 Certification Fee - $5.00 plus copy  fee  

This Space For  Office Use Only  

 ___________________   
 Date  

 ___________________________________  
Type or Print Name of Person Completing the Form  

  _____________________   
Title 	 

 ____________________________________  
Signature  

 

 

   

 

 

   

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

LLC-12NC  (REV  01/2017)  2017  California Secretary of State 
 
www.sos.ca.gov/business/be
  

1. Limited Liability Company Name  (Enter the exact  name of the LLC as  it is recorded  with the California Secretary of State.  Note:
If you registered in California using an alternate name,  see instructions.) 

2. 12-Digit Secretary of  State File Number 3. State, Foreign Country  or Place of Organization   (only if formed 
outside of  California) 

4. No  Change  Statement  (Do not alter the No Change Statement.  If there has been any change, please complete a Statement  of 
Information (Form  LLC-12).) 

There has been no change in any of the information contained in the  
previous complete Statement of Information filed with the California  
Secretary of  State.  

5. The information contained herein is true and correct. 

Return  Address  (Optional)  (For  communication from  the Secretary  of  State  related to this  document,  or  if  purchasing  a copy  of  the  
filed document, enter the name of a person or  company and the mailing address.  This  information will become public  when filed.   
(SEE INSTRUCTIONS  BEFORE COMPLETING.)  

Name:  

Company: 
 

Address: 
 

City/State/Zip:   
 
 

 

 

LST INVESTMENTS, LLC

200926710040 CALIFORNIA

07/19/2021 Larry Geraci Managing Member

21-D60833

FILED
In the office of the Secretary of State 

 of the State of California

JUL 19, 2021
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CourtsEx 034

Case _31-2011-00010073-CUSCCTL

Approval Type Separate electrical plumbing and/or mechanical permits are required for projects other than single-family residences

or duplexes Electrical/Plumbing/Mechanical Sign Structure Grading Public Right-of-Way Subdivision Demo
lition/Removal Development Approval Vesting Tentative Map Tentative Map Map Waiver Other CU

Project AddresslLocation Include Building or Suite No Project Title Prjiel Fr
qtiy oj4

6176 Federal Blvd Federal Blvd MMCC
Legal Descriptioxu Lot Block Subdiaisioe Name Map Number Assetsors ParceftiuniWer

TRTh2 001100 BLK25tLOT2O PER MAP 2121 INt City/Muni/Twp SAN DIEGO 543-020-02

Existing Use House/Duplex Condominium/Apartment/Townhouse Commercial/Non-Residential Vacant Land

Proposed Use House/Duplex Condominium/Apartmentfiownhouse lZJ CommercialfNon-Residential Vacant Land

Project Description

The project Consists of the construction of new MMCC facility

LLC
Addreas City State Zip Code E-mail Address

5982 Gullatrand Street San Diego CA 92122 beckytfcsdnet

Permit Holder Name Tins is the property owner person or entity that is granted authority by the property owner to be responsible

for scheduling inspections receiving notices of failed inspections permit expirations or revocation hearings and who has the right to

ft cancel the approval in addition to the property owner SDMC Section 113.0 103

Name Telephone Fax

.22 Rebecca Berry

Address City State Zip Code E-mail Address

5982 Gullstrand Street San Diego CA 92122 beckytfcsd.net

Licensed Design Professional if required check one Architect Engineer License No C-I 9371

Name Telephone Fax

Michael Morton AlA

Address City State Zip Code E-mail Address

.22 3956 30th Street San Diego CA 92104

Historical Resources/Lead Hazard Prevention and Control not required for roof mounted electric-photovoltaic permits
deferred fire approvals or completion of expired permit approvals

Year constructed for all structures on project site
1951

TIRE Site It and/or historic district if property is designated or in historic district if none write N/A N/A

Does the project include any permanent or temporary alterations or impacts to the exterior cutting-patching-access-repair roof repair
or replacement windows added-removed-repaired-replaced etc Yes No
Does the project include any foundation repair digging trencbing or other site work Yes No

certify that the information above is correct and accurate to the best of my knowledge understand that the project will be distrib

uted/reviewed based on the information provided

Print Name Abhay Schweitzer Signatnre tt1t5jt Date 10/28/2016

Notice of Violation- If you have received Notice of Violation Civil Penalty Notice and Order or Stipulated Judgment copy must be

provided at the time of project submittal Is there an active code enforcement violation case on this site No Yes copy attached

Applicant Name Check one Property Owner Authorized Agent of Property Owner Other Person per M.C Sectien 112.0102

Telephone Fax

Rebecca Berry

Address City State Zip Code E-mail Address

5982 Gullstrand Street San Diego CA 92122 becky@tfcsd.net

Applicants Signature certify that have read this application and state that the above information is correct and that am the property

owner authorized agent of the property owner or other person having legal right interest or entitlement to the use of the property thetis

the subject of this application Municipal Code Section 1120102 understand that the applicant is responsible for knowing and comply

ing with the governing policies and regulations applicable to the proposed development or permit The City is not liable for any damages

or loss resulting from the actual or alleged failure to inform the applicant of any applicable laws or regulations including before or during

final inspections City approval of permit application including all related plans and documents is not grant of approval to violate

any applicable policy or regulation nor does it constitute waiver by the City to pursue any remedy which may be available to enforce and

correct violations of the applicable policies and regulations authorisq representatives of the city to enter the ebove-identified property for

inspection purposes have the authority and grant City staff and advisory bodies the right to make copies of any plans or reports submitted

for review an mit processing for he duration of this project

Signature M2f Date

Printed on recycledaper Visil our web site at www.aendiego.oov/developmenl-services

Upon request this information is available in alternative formats for persons with disabilities

05-3032 08-13

Trial Ex 034-001

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO

City of San Diego

Development Services
Ii

1222 First Ave MS-302
San Diego CA 92101

619 446-5000

FORM
General

DS-3032
Dept

C73 CRc

Application Auousr 2013

Property OwnerlLessee Tenant Name Check one Owner Lessee or Tenant Telephone

Rebecca Berry

Fax

4-
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ervices Affidavit for Medical Marijuana
FORM

1222 Fftst Ave O1 Consumer Cooperatives for DS-1 90
619 446 5000 Conditional Use Permit CUP MARCH2014

The purpose of this affidavit is for the property owner authorized agent or business owner of the Medical Marijuana
Consumer Cooperative MMCC to affirm that all uses within 1000 feet from the subject property line have been

identified including residential zones within 100 feet as defined in San Diego Municipal Code SDMC Sections

1130103 and 141.0614

The proposed MMCC location must be 100 feet from any residential zone and not within 1000 feet of the property
line of the following

Public park Minor-oriented facility

Church Other medical marijuana consumer cooperatives

Child care center Residential care facility

Playground Schools

City library

GENERAL INFORMATION

Project Name Project No For City Use Only

Federal Blvd MMCC

Proj ect Address

6175 Federal Blvd San Diego CA 92114

Date Information Verified by Owner or Authorized Agent

10/28/2016

DECLARATION The property owner authorized agent or business owner of the Medical Marijuana Consumer Coop
erative must complete the following section and sign their name where indicated

We are aware that the business described above is subject to the Medical Marijuana Consumer Cooperatives MMCC
regulated by SDMC Section 141.0614 and Chapter Article Division 15 We hereby affirm under penalty of

perjury that the proposed business location is not within 1000 feet measured in accordance with SDMC Section

113.0225 of the property line of any public park church child care center playground library owned and operated

by the City of San Diego minor-oriented facility other medical marijuana consumer cooperative residential care

facility or schools and is 100 feet from any residential zone as identified on the 1000-foot radius map and spread

alt submitted with the Conditional Use Permit application

Property Owner or Authorized Agent Name Check one ..wner Agent Telephone No

Mailing Address City State Zip Code

Signature Date

Business Owner Name Telephone No
Rebecca Berry 858 999-6882

Mailing Address City State Zip Code

5982 Gullstrand Street San Diego CA 92122

Signatur/ Date
Printed on recyled paper Visit our web site at www.sandiego.ovtdeveIopment-services

Upon request this information is available in alternative formats for persons with disabilities

DS-190 03-14

Trial Ex 034-002
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Project Address/Location Pr.Sct oyfnrp Internal Order No Pa Cnw liar Own

6l7SFederaIBIvd.SanDiegoCA 92114

Approval Type Check appropriate box for type of approval requested

Grading Publjc Right-of-Way Subdivision Neighborhood Use Coastal Neighborho Development

Site Development Planned Development Zi Conditional Use Vsnance Vestino Tentative Map

Tentative Map Map Waiver her ___________________________

la the project subject to Reimbursement Agreement ho Yes

yes provide Reimbursement Agreement Appicat on Project Number or Resolution/Ordinance No
_____________________

Deposit Trust Fund Account information depo0it into Trust Fund account with an initial deposit to pay for the re

vievvj inspection and/or pioject management sarvi es is required The initia deposit is drawn against to pay for hess services

The Financiall Responsible Party will receive monthly statement reflecting the charges rrade against the account and en
invoice whn additional deposits are necessary to maint in mimmum balance The payment othe invoice will be required
in order to continue processing your oject the end of the project any remaining funds will be returned to the Financially

Responsible Party

FINANCIALLY TRESPONSII3LE PARTY

Name/Firm Name Address E-mail

Rebecca Berry 5982 Gullstrand Street

City State Zip Cods Telephone Fax No
San Diego CA 92122

Finanoially Responsible Party Declaration understand that Cvii expanses may enceed the estimated advance deposit

and when requested by the City of San Diego will provide additional funds to maintain positive balance Further -he sale or

other disposition of the property toes not relieve the individual or Company/Corporation of their obligation to maintan positive

balance in the trust account unless the City of San Diego approves Change of Responsible Party and tran fer u/funds Should

tine account go into deficit all City stork mar ston until he requsted advance depo.it is received

TI La is ntnu_tiun ci existmn Proj No. _______________________ anvil Or er No
_______________________

NOTE Using an eidsting opened account may be allowed when
Same location or both projec

Same Financially Responsible Party
Same decision process Ministerial and discretionary projects may not be ombined
Same project manager is anaging both projects and

Preliminary Revew resu ts in project appication

Please be advised Elfin0 statements conno distinguish charges between two different proec

P/cane Print Len/hEy

Print Name 1tóeMt LUCT Title lfS 3I 191

Signatcre
Y4M6LL Date.___________________

Tbe name of the Individual and tb4erson who signs this declaration must be the same If corporation is listed

corporate officer must sign the declination President Vice-President Chairman Secretary or Treasurer

T0R CITY USE ONLY

______ __asdU
flQcPanocfodi

/0 ____

aCCOUNT CLub unit ADs nusuas SUN

Date Reque ted ________________________________ Completed Inactive Withdrawn Collections

Print Name ________________________________ Signature

Printcd on recycled pop Visit our web site at vww.s ndicoo aovfdeveloorncnl-services

Upon reouest this information is available in alternative formats for persons with disabilities

DS-3242 ca-U

THE Crr OF SArI Otoac

City of San Diego

Deveiopment Services

hUn Deposit Accounts

1222 First Ave MS-401

San Diego CA 92101

619 446-5000

FORM

Deposit Account/Financially DS-3242
Responsible Party

AuGusT2014

Trial Ex 034-003
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City of San Diego

lPntsr Owners hip Disclosure
San Diego CA 92101 St
619 446-5000

Approval Type Check appropriate box for type of approval requested fl Neighborhood Use Permit fl Coastal Development Permit

Neighborhood Development Permit Site Development Permit Planned Development Permit Conditional Use Permit

Variance fl Tentative Map Vesting Tentative Map Map Waiver Land Use Plan Amendment Other

Project Title Project No For City Use Only

Federal Blvd MMCC

Project Address

6176 Federal Blvd San Diego CA 92114

Part To be completed when property is held by Individuals

By signing the Ownership Disclosure Statement the owners acknowledge that an application for permit map or other matter as identified

above will be filed with the City of San Diego on the subject oroperty with the intent to record an encumbrance against the property Please list

below the owners and tenants if applicable of the above referenced property The list must include the names and addresses of all persons

who have an interest in the property recorded or otherwise and state the type of property interest e.g tenants who will benefit from the permit all

individuals who own the property signature is recuired of at least one of the property owners Attach additional pages if needed signature

from the Assistant Executive Director of the San Diego Redevelopment Agency shall be required for all project parcels for which Disposition and

Development Agreement DDA has been approved executed by the City Council Note The applicant is responsible for notifying the Project

Manager of any changes in ownership during the time the application is being processed or considered Changes in ownership are to be given to

the Project Manager at least thirty days prior to any public hearing on the subject property Failure toprovide accurate and current ownership

information could result in delay in the hearing process

Additional pages attached Yes No

Name or Inclrvrciual type or print

Darryl Cotton

Owner fl TenanflLessee Redevelopment Agency

Street Address

6176 Federal Blvd

City/State/Zip

SanDiegoCa 92114

Phone No Fax No

619 954- 447

Signatyrh Date

10-31-2016

Namot Individual ttvDe or Drint

ame 01 rnoiviouai iiype or print

Rebecca Berry

Owner Tenant/Lessee Redevelopment Agency

Street Address

5982 Gullstrand St

City/State/Zip

San Diego/Ca/ 92122

Phone No Fax No

8589996882

Sig lUre Uate

10-31-2016

Name of Individual type print

Owner
--

rTenant/Lessee Redevelopment Agency Owner rTenant/Lessee Redevelopment Agency

Street Address

City/State/Zip

Street Address

City/State/Zip

Phone No Fax No

Signature Date

Phone No Fax No

Signature Date

Printed on recycled paper Visit our web site at www.sandiego.aovlclevelooment-aervices

Upon request this information is available in alternative formats for persons with disabilities

DS-3t8 5-05

Trial Ex 034-004
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Bartell & Associates 

Checks Paid Invoices
Date Check # Amount Date Invoice # Amount
11.29.16 4458 3,000.00 11/23/2016 1119382 3,000.00$    
11.29.16 1155 5,000.00 1/17/2017 111846 3,011.05$    
01.17.17 4460 3,000.00 1/27/2017 111870 3,000.00$    
01.17.17 1157 5,000.00 4/27/2017 1127 5,000.00$    
02.15.17 1158 5,000.00 5/8/2017 1152 3,000.00$    
03.31.17 4469 3,011.05 7/22/2017 1183 3,000.00$    
04.03.17 1198 5,000.00 8/3/2017 1219 3,000.00$    
05.21.17 1203 3,000.00 8/3/2017 1220 3,000.00$    
05.22.17 1165 5,000.00 8/3/2017 1221 3,500.00$    
08.23.17 4476 3,000.00 9/21/2017 1286 3,500.00$    
08.23.17 1171 5,000.00 11/6/2017 1354 3,500.00$    
01.11.18 1211 20,000.00 12/18/2017 1381 3,511.05$    
04.20.18 1176 10,000.00 12/21/2017 1414 3,500.00$    
07.13.18 1190 5,000.00 3/5/2017 1491 3,545.00$    

4/30/2018 2006 3,500.00$    
80,011.05 5/15/2018 2045 3,500.00$    

6/25/2018 2076 3,500.00$    
7/10/2018 2106 3,500.00$    
7/30/2018 2138 3,506.05$    
9/11/2018 2173 1,511.05$    

10/15/2018 2254 1,522.10$    
11/15/2018 2258 1,500.00$    
12/14/2018 2259 1,511.05$    
12/21/2018 2243 1,500.00$    

1/15/2019 2260 125.00$        
4/15/2019 2348 1,500.00$    

TOTAL 73,742.35$  

Court’s Ex.

Case # 

Rec’d

Dept.  Clk. 

139

37-2017-00010073-CU-BC-CTL

C-73

Trial Ex. 139-001
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·1· · · · · · · · · ·SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA

·2· · · · · · · COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, CENTRAL DIVISION

·3· ·Department 73· · · · · · · · · · · Hon. Joel R. Wohlfeil

·4

·5· ·LARRY GERACI, an individual,· · )

·6· · · · · · ·Plaintiff,· · · · · · )

·7· · ·vs.· · · · · · · · · · · · · ·) 37-2017-00010073-CU-BC-CTL

·8· ·DARRYL COTTON, an individual;· ·)

·9· ·and DOES 1 through 10,· · · · · )

10· ·inclusive,· · · · · · · · · · · )

11· · · · · · ·Defendants.· · · · · ·)

12· ·________________________________)

13· ·AND RELATED CROSS-ACTION.· · · ·)

14· ·________________________________)

15

16· · · · · · · Reporter's Transcript of Proceedings

17· · · · · · · · · · · · · ·JULY 9, 2019

18

19

20

21

22

23

24· ·Reported By:

25· ·Margaret A. Smith

26· ·CSR 9733, RPR, CRR

27· ·Certified Shorthand Reporter

28· ·Job No. 10057775

Transcript of Proceedings Geraci vs. Cotton, et al.

www.aptusCR.com

Transcript of Proceedings Geraci vs. Cotton, et al.

www.aptusCR.com
Page 1
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·1· · · ·Q· · Yes.· That's where the ordinance changed

·2· ·from -- changed CUP applications for marijuana consumer

·3· ·cooperatives to the broader term of marijuana outlets.

·4· ·Are you familiar with that?

·5· · · ·A· · Yes.

·6· · · ·Q· · So within that ordinance, it does specifically

·7· ·say that any dispensary or retail licensing requirements

·8· ·are going to be pursuant to the California Business and

·9· ·Professions Code.· Correct?

10· · · ·A· · The state requirements.

11· · · ·Q· · Yes.· So, basically, all the ordinances will

12· ·be -- they'll refer to the California Business and

13· ·Professions Code when it comes to licensing.· Correct?

14· · · ·A· · I don't handle the state licensing

15· ·requirements.· So --

16· · · ·Q· · But it does refer you to the Business and

17· ·Professions Code of California.· Correct?

18· · · ·A· · If that's what it says in the ordinance, then

19· ·yes.

20· · · ·Q· · Is it your understanding that Mr. Geraci, who

21· ·is sitting before you, was in fact attempting to acquire

22· ·this CUP on 6176 for himself?

23· · · · · · MR. TOOTHACRE:· Calls for speculation, your

24· ·Honor.

25· · · · · · THE COURT:· Overruled.

26· · · · · · THE WITNESS:· I don't -- I don't have an answer

27· ·for that question.

28
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·1· ·BY MR. AUSTIN:

·2· · · ·Q· · Is that because his name does not appear

·3· ·anywhere in any of the applications for the 6176

·4· ·property?

·5· · · ·A· · That -- that is correct.

·6· · · ·Q· · Did you ever have any email communications

·7· ·directly with Mr. Geraci?

·8· · · ·A· · I don't recall.

·9· · · ·Q· · Do you recall any phone conversations with

10· ·Mr. Geraci or sit-down meetings?

11· · · ·A· · I don't -- I don't recall phone conversations

12· ·or sit-down meetings.

13· · · ·Q· · Looking at Mr. Geraci now, do you -- do you

14· ·believe you've ever met this man?

15· · · ·A· · I don't believe so.

16· · · ·Q· · If he were attempting to acquire a CUP using

17· ·his secretary as a proxy without ever disclosing his

18· ·name, does that seem like it would be a violation of

19· ·San Diego law and California state law?

20· · · · · · MR. TOOTHACRE:· Argumentative, your Honor.

21· · · · · · THE COURT:· Sustained.

22· ·BY MR. AUSTIN:

23· · · ·Q· · Essentially, anyone with an ownership or

24· ·financial interest in a marijuana outlet is supposed to

25· ·be disclosed to the City.· Correct?

26· · · ·A· · You know, looking at the ownership disclosure

27· ·statement, it's the property owner and then also a

28· ·tenant/lessee would have to be identified.
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·1· · · · · · · · · ·SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA

·2· · · · · · · COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, CENTRAL DIVISION

·3· ·Department 73· · · · · · · · · · · Hon. Joel R. Wohlfeil

·4

·5· ·LARRY GERACI, an individual,· · )

·6· · · · · · ·Plaintiff,· · · · · · )

·7· · ·vs.· · · · · · · · · · · · · ·) 37-2017-00010073-CU-BC-CTL

·8· ·DARRYL COTTON, an individual;· ·)

·9· ·and DOES 1 through 10,· · · · · )

10· ·inclusive,· · · · · · · · · · · )

11· · · · · · ·Defendants.· · · · · ·)

12· ·________________________________)

13· ·AND RELATED CROSS-ACTION.· · · ·)

14· ·________________________________)

15

16· · · · · · · Reporter's Transcript of Proceedings

17· · · · · · · · · · · · · ·JULY 9, 2019

18

19

20

21

22

23

24· ·Reported By:

25· ·Margaret A. Smith

26· ·CSR 9733, RPR, CRR

27· ·Certified Shorthand Reporter

28· ·Job No. 10057775
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·1· ·of the day?

·2· · · · · · MR. AUSTIN:· That's the plan for the day,

·3· ·because then -- then the plan is Bartell in the morning

·4· ·and then Mr. Cotton.

·5· · · · · · THE COURT:· Okay.· So what we'll do is after

·6· ·we're done with the last of our witnesses, which sounds

·7· ·like it will be Hurtado, we'll let the jury go.· And we

·8· ·may have some things that we'll bring up.

·9· · · · · · The deeper I dig into your proposed

10· ·obstructions, Counsel, given the evidence that I'm

11· ·hearing, I -- I'm developing a lot of questions about

12· ·some of these instructions.· For the time being, I'm

13· ·erring generally on the side of including them.· But

14· ·we'll have that discussion Wednesday afternoon, and if

15· ·necessary, Thursday morning.

16· · · · · · All right.

17· · · · · · MR. WEINSTEIN:· Your Honor --

18· · · · · · THE COURT:· Do we have our jury?

19· · · · · · THE BAILIFF:· Yes, your Honor.

20· · · · · · MR. WEINSTEIN:· May I raise one issue?

21· · · · · · THE COURT:· Sure.

22· · · · · · MR. WEINSTEIN:· This relates to the expert

23· ·opinion issue.· We've never gotten to discussion of the

24· ·lodgement that was made, which I've been questioned that

25· ·it's formulated or based on the improper application of

26· ·the law.· I've reviewed those materials.· I don't think

27· ·they stand for them.

28· · · · · · So I have questions being asked under the
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·1· ·supposition that these code sections mean something, and

·2· ·I think they don't mean what is being implied in the

·3· ·questions.· And I know Ms. Austin responded to one of

·4· ·them.· And I don't know that it's going to come up with

·5· ·Ms. Tirandazi.· But I've reviewed those Code sections

·6· ·and the Business and Professions Code sections that have

·7· ·been referred to.· I'd like to at least go on the record

·8· ·as to why I don't think what counsel is arguing is a

·9· ·correct statement of the law.

10· · · · · · THE COURT:· Do you need to do that now, or can

11· ·we wait until the end of the day?

12· · · · · · MR. WEINSTEIN:· We can wait if it's not going

13· ·to come up with Ms. Tirandazi.

14· · · · · · THE COURT:· You're talking about the two civil

15· ·judgments against Mr. --

16· · · · · · MR. WEINSTEIN:· Yes.· But it's beyond that.

17· ·One argument -- it started out as an argument about the

18· ·civil judgments, which on their face, don't bar

19· ·Mr. Geraci from operating a legally permitted --

20· · · · · · THE COURT:· I don't -- I tend to agree with

21· ·you.· I did not see any specific prohibition against

22· ·Mr. Geraci in the future involving other properties

23· ·assuming he plays by the rules from barring him from

24· ·being able to obtain a permit.

25· · · · · · MR. WEINSTEIN:· Right.· So then the follow-on

26· ·argument that I think is being made is that he's not

27· ·eligible for a CUP because of the Code sections that

28· ·were cited, in particular Business and Professions Code
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·1· ·Section 26057, which deals with -- it's permissive.· And

·2· ·it deals with a state license.

·3· · · · · · And the argument is bootstrapping it to say

·4· ·that it could somehow be a basis for not making him

·5· ·eligible for a CUP.· And I think that's just an

·6· ·incorrect statement of the law.

·7· · · · · · THE COURT:· All right.

·8· · · · · · MR. AUSTIN:· He would be correct pre-2017, but

·9· ·in 2017, the San Diego Municipal Code adopted a Business

10· ·and Professions Code, which I feel is --

11· · · · · · THE COURT:· Here's where, again, why this case

12· ·is unusual in the Court's experience.· Did you file a

13· ·trial brief, Counsel?

14· · · · · · MR. AUSTIN:· I did not, your Honor.

15· · · · · · THE COURT:· So these authorities that you all

16· ·are -- if you will, and I'm trying not to be flip or

17· ·pejorative -- or that you're presenting with me, that

18· ·you're throwing at me for the first time, have never

19· ·been reflected in a brief that I can review, and if

20· ·necessary, do some of my own research.· You're bringing

21· ·them up in part during an examination of the witnesses

22· ·and in part in argument when we have a few moments

23· ·outside the presence of the jury.· I have no idea

24· ·whether these authorities support the position either

25· ·one of you are advocating.

26· · · · · · So the usual process is I get a brief, I have a

27· ·chance to review it, and then I entertain argument at

28· ·appropriate times.· That's not happening at all in this
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·1· ·instance.

·2· · · · · · So for the time being, I'm tending to agree

·3· ·with the plaintiff's side without the defense having

·4· ·given me something I can look at and absorb.

·5· · · · · · Madam Deputy -- Ms. Tirandazi, can I ask you to

·6· ·retake the witness stand.

·7· · · · · · Counsel, good to see you, by the way.

·8· · · · · · And Madam Deputy, bring in the jury.

·9· · · · · · All right.· I just got back from a presentation

10· ·by a bunch of judges with a room full of judges.· And

11· ·one or more of them kept not turning their cell phone

12· ·off.· Can you believe it?· I thought of that as I saw

13· ·one of you reaching for your cell phone to make sure you

14· ·turned it off.· I'm not suggesting that somebody has

15· ·failed to do that in the slightest.· You're better

16· ·behaved than that room full of judges I just left.

17· · · · · · Thank you very much.· So we've got all of our

18· ·jurors present and accounted for.

19· · · · · · Counsel, continue your examination of

20· ·Ms. Tirandazi.

21· · · · · · Welcome back, ma'am.· You understand you're

22· ·still under oath?

23· · · · · · THE WITNESS:· Yes.

24· · · · · · THE COURT:· Thank you very much.

25· · · · · · Whenever you're ready, Counsel.

26· · · · · · MR. AUSTIN:· All right.· Thank you.

27· ·BY MR. AUSTIN:

28· · · ·Q· · Good afternoon again.
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·1· · · · · · · · · ·SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA

·2· · · · · · · COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, CENTRAL DIVISION

·3· ·Department 73· · · · · · · · · · · Hon. Joel R. Wohlfeil

·4

·5· ·LARRY GERACI, an individual,· · )

·6· · · · · · ·Plaintiff,· · · · · · )

·7· · ·vs.· · · · · · · · · · · · · ·) 37-2017-00010073-CU-BC-CTL

·8· ·DARRYL COTTON, an individual;· ·)

·9· ·and DOES 1 through 10,· · · · · )

10· ·inclusive,· · · · · · · · · · · )

11· · · · · · ·Defendants.· · · · · ·)

12· ·________________________________)

13· ·AND RELATED CROSS-ACTION.· · · ·)

14· ·________________________________)

15

16· · · · · · · ·Reporter's Transcript of Proceedings

17· · · · · · · · · · · · · JULY 10, 2019

18

19

20

21

22

23

24· ·Reported By:

25· ·Margaret A. Smith,

26· ·CSR 9733, RPR, CRR

27· ·Certified Shorthand Reporter

28· ·Job No. 10057776
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·1· · · · · · THE COURT:· I'm sorry?

·2· · · · · · MR. AUSTIN:· I don't believe that was testified

·3· ·to.

·4· · · · · · THE COURT:· Well, so then we don't have

·5· ·evidence of it, at least not a foundation of a start

·6· ·date.· So how long was this revenue stream supposed to

·7· ·go on?

·8· · · · · · MR. AUSTIN:· Well, presumably, the life span of

·9· ·a CUP is 10 years.· And they could be renewed.

10· · · · · · THE COURT:· Did somebody testify to the life

11· ·span of a CUP?

12· · · · · · MR. AUSTIN:· I believe Mr. Cotton did.

13· · · · · · THE COURT:· All right.· All right.· Let me go

14· ·back to you, Counsel.

15· · · · · · MR. WEINSTEIN:· First of all, why -- I'm not

16· ·saying Mr. Cotton didn't testify to that.· I don't

17· ·remember him testifying to that.· But nevertheless, they

18· ·still have -- there's no evidence that the CUP would

19· ·ever have been obtained.

20· · · · · · THE COURT:· Well, on that subject, there is

21· ·evidence from Mr. Bartell --

22· · · · · · MR. WEINSTEIN:· Right.

23· · · · · · THE COURT:· They can rely upon your witnesses'

24· ·testimony as well.

25· · · · · · MR. WEINSTEIN:· So --

26· · · · · · THE COURT:· Mr. Bartell made an awful good

27· ·witness and all but said that instead of being 19 for

28· ·20, he would have been 20 for 20 but for Mr. Cotton's
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·1· ·interference.

·2· · · · · · MR. WEINSTEIN:· So --

·3· · · · · · THE COURT:· In fact, I think you may have

·4· ·elicited it.

·5· · · · · · MR. WEINSTEIN:· I did.

·6· · · · · · THE COURT:· Counsel, you may have.· I'm not

·7· ·picking on you, but that's what I seem to recall to be

·8· ·the up -- so there's evidence, I think, that it's more

·9· ·probable than not that a CUP had been issued and the

10· ·dispensary opened.

11· · · · · · MR. WEINSTEIN:· Had Mr. Cotton not interfered.

12· · · · · · THE COURT:· Right.

13· · · · · · MR. WEINSTEIN:· So what Mr. Cotton is saying

14· ·I've put on evidence that the CUP would have been

15· ·granted had I not interfered.· But there's no evidence

16· ·from his side that he wouldn't have interfered the way

17· ·he did.· I don't think he can -- we have an argument

18· ·that there's been an excuse of performance, but he

19· ·doesn't have an argument that getting the CUP was

20· ·excused.

21· · · · · · It's -- so --

22· · · · · · THE COURT:· I think, though, what I'm hearing

23· ·is that he thought he had a deal involving a joint

24· ·venture, Mr. Geraci refused to memorialize it in that

25· ·form.· And I understand why Mr. Geraci chose not to do

26· ·so.· I understand your theory of the case.

27· · · · · · But what you're calling interference was --

28· · · · · · MR. WEINSTEIN:· So how -- how does -- what
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1 Mr. Cotton to convince him to "settle with Geraci"; (v) Mr. Cotton has been the victim of an armed-

2 robbery at his Property, reported to the police, that he believes occurred at the direction of Mr. Geraci; 

3 and (vi) Mr. Cotton, on a separate incident, showed me video of being accosted by an individual known 

4 as Logan who told Mr. Cotton that he should settle with Mr. Geraci for his own good. 

5 19. The language used by Logan sounds similar me to that used by Mr. Miller, leading me

6 to believe there is a reasonable possibility that these individuals were both sent by, or someone 

7 connected to, Mr. Geraci. 

8 20. I am now providing my testimony at the request of Mr. Austin because I believe his legal

9 arguments regarding the parol evidence rule are meritorious and that Mr. Cotton will prevail in this 

IO action as a matter of law. 

11 21. Additionally, I am providing my testimony because on May 27, 2018 I was present at a

12 meeting at which Ms. Corina Young described a meeting to Mr. Cotton and his attorney, Mr. Austin, 

13 that she had with Mr. Jim Bartell on or around October of 2017. She met with Mr. Bartell upon her 

14 attorney's recommendation, Mr. Matthew Shapiro, when she informed him that she was contemplating 

15 investing in Mr. Cotton's litigation against Mr. Geraci. Mr. Bartell informed her that he "owns" the CUP 

16 on Mr. Cotton's Property and he would be getting it denied "because everyone hates Darryl." 

17 22. Ms. Young was attempting to defuse the situation between Mr. Cotton and a Mr. Aaron

18 Magagna who had submitted a competing CUP within 1,000 feet of Mr. Cotton's Property and who 

19 appears to have numerous connections to Mr. Geraci. 

20 23. Subsequent to the May 27, 2018, Ms. Young and I had several conversations in which

21 she first attempted to argue on behalf of Mr. Magagna, until such time that Mr. Magagna attempted to 

22 coerce Ms. Young into changing her testimony regarding the meeting with Mr. Bartell and he offered 

23 her financial compensation for doing so. Attached hereto as Exhibit A are true and correct copies of my 

24 text messages with Ms. Young on June 1, 2018. I am breaching her confidence by providing them, but 

25 am doing so because I believe her testimony is required to prove Mr. Bartell's statements and that Mr. 

26 Shapiro and Mr. Magagna are closely connected to Mr. Bartell and Mrs. Austin, both of whom are agents 

27 of Mr. Geraci. 

28 
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LLC-12  Secretary of State  
Statement of Information  
(Limited Liability Company)  

IMPORTANT  — Read instructions  before completing this form. 

Filing Fee  – $20.00 

Copy Fees –   First page $1.00; each attachment page $0.50;  
Certification Fee - $5.00 plus  copy fees  

This Space For Office Use Only  
1. Limited  Liability Company Name  (Enter the exact name of the LLC.   If  you  registered in California using an alternate  name,  see instructions.)

2. 12-Digit  Secretary of State File Number 3. State, Foreign Country or Place of Organization  (only if formed outside of California) 

4. Business Addresses
a. Street Address of Principal Office - Do not list a P.O. Box City (no abbreviations)  State  Zip Code  

b. Mailing Address of LLC,  if different than item 4a City (no abbreviations)  State  Zip Code  

 CA  

 _____________________  
Date  

 ____________________________________________________________   
Type or Print Name of Person Completing  the Form  

_________________________  
Title  

 __________________________________   
Signature  

        

  

  

  

c. Street Address of California  Office,  if Item 4a  is not in California  - Do not list a P.O. Box  City (no abbreviations)  State  Zip Code  

If  no  managers  have been appointed or elected, provide the name and address of each member.  At least one name and  address  
must be listed.  If  the manager/member is an individual, complete Items 5a and 5c (leave Item 5b blank).  If the manager/member is  
an entity,  complete Items  5b  and 5c  (leave Item  5a blank).   Note:   The LLC  cannot  serve  as  its  own manager  or  member.   If  the LLC  
has  additional managers/members, enter  the name(s)  and addresses on  Form LLC-12A (see instructions).  

5. Manager(s)  or Member(s)

a. First Name, if an individual - Do not complete Item 5b  Middle Name  Last Name  Suffix 

b. Entity Name  - Do  not  complete Item 5a 

c. Address City (no abbreviations)  State  Zip Code  

6. Service of Process  (Must provide either Individual  OR  Corporation.)

INDIVIDUAL  –  Complete Items 6a and 6b only.  Must  include agent’s  full  name  and California street address.

a.  California Agent's First Name (if agent is not  a corporation) Middle Name  Last Name  Suffix 

b.  Street Address (if agent is not  a corporation)  - Do not enter a P.O. Box City (no abbreviations)  State  

CA  
Zip Code  

CORPORATION  –  Complete Item 6c only.   Only include the name of the registered agent  Corporation.  

c. California Registered Corporate Agent’s Name (if agent is a corporation) –  Do  not  complete Item 6a or 6b 

7. Type  of Business
a.  Describe the type of business or services of the Limited Liability Company  

8. Chief Executive Officer, if  elected or appointed
a. First Name Middle Name  Last Name  Suffix 

b. Address City (no abbreviations)  State  Zip Code  

9. The Information contained herein, including  any attachments, is true and  correct.

Return Address (Optional) (For communication from the Secretary of State related to this document, or if  purchasing a copy  of the filed document  enter the name of a  
person or company  and the mailing address.  This  information will  become public when filed.   SEE INSTRUCTIONS  BEFORE COMPLETING.)   

Name:  

Company:  

Address:  

City/State/Zip: 

LLC-12  (REV 01/2017)  2017  California Secretary of State 
 
www.sos.ca.gov/business/be
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Attachment to  
Statement of Information  
(Limited Liability Company)  

LLC-12A  
Attachment 

This Space For Office Use Only  

A.  Limited Liability  Company  Name 

B. 12-Digit  Secretary  of  State  File  Number  C. State  or Place  of  Organization (only  if  formed  outside  of  California) 

D. List  of  Additional  Manager(s)  or Member(s)  - If  the  manager/member  is  an  individual,  enter  the  individual’s  name and  address.   If  the 
manager/member i s  an  entity,  enter t he  entity’s  name  and  address.   Note:   The  LLC  cannot  serve  as  its  own  manager o r  member.   

 First Name  Middle Name  Last Name  Suffix  

  Entity Name  

Address  City (no abbreviations)  State  Zip Code  

First Name   Middle Name  Last Name  Suffix  

  Entity Name  

Address  City (no abbreviations)  State  Zip Code  

  First Name Middle Name  Last Name  Suffix  

  Entity Name  

Address  City (no abbreviations)  State  Zip Code  

  First Name Middle Name  Last Name  Suffix  

   Entity Name

Address  City (no abbreviations)  State  Zip Code  

  First Name Middle Name  Last Name  Suffix  

 Entity Name  

Address  City (no abbreviations)  State  Zip Code  

 First Name  Middle Name  Last Name  Suffix  

   Entity Name

Address  City (no abbreviations)  State  Zip Code  

 First Nam e  Middle Name  Last Name  Suffix  

  Entity Name  

Address  City (no abbreviations)  State  Zip Code  
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SOUi H'::Hi,; c:,;2, i ;c;;C i CF CAL!.'iJRNIA 
BY DlPUTY 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, Case No.: 

Plaintiff, 18MJ5915 
COMPLAINT 

12 V. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

SALAM RAZUKI (1 ), 
SYLVIA GONZALES (2), 
and 
ELIZABETH WAREZ (3), 

Defendants. 

Title 18, United States Code, Section 956 -
Conspiracy to kill, kidnap, maim an individual 
Title 18, United States Code, Section 1201(c)
Conspiracy to kidnap 

19 
The undersigned complainant being duly sworn states: 

20 

21 

22 

COUNT 1 

On a date unknown and continuing through on or about November 16, 2018, within 

23 
the Southern District of California, defendants SALAM RAZUKI, SYLVIA GONZALES, 

24 
and ELIZABETH JUAREZ did knowingly and intentionally conspire to commit at a place 

25 
outside the United States, to wit: Mexico, an act that would constitute the offense of 

26 
murder, kidnapping or maiming if committed in the special maritime and territorial 

27 
jurisdiction of the United States, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 956. 

28 
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1 

2 

COUNT2 

On a date unknown and continuing through on or about November 16, 2018, within 

3 
the Southern District of California, defendants SALAM RAZUKI, SYLVIA GONZALES, 

4 and ELIZABETH JUAREZ did conspire with one another to willfully seize, confine, 

5 
inveigle, kidnap, abduct and carry away N.M. for another purpose, to wit: intimidation and 

6 murder, and to transport N.M. in foreign commerce from the United States to Mexico, in 

7 violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 120l(c). 

8 

9 And the complainant states that this complaint is based on the attached statement of 

10 facts, which is incorporated herein by reference. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

flll~~w 
FBI Special Agent 

Sworn to before me and subscribed in my presence 
15 
16 this /? day of November, 2018. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

HONO BLEWILLIAM V. GALLO 
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE WDGE 
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Probable Cause Statement 

On or about October 17, 2018, SALAM RAZUKI and SYLVIA GONZALES met 

with a Confidential Human Source (CHS 1) requesting CHS 1 arrange to kill one of their 

business associates, N.M. 1 According to RAZUKI and GONZALES, they had invested in 

multiple properties and business ventures together and were now involved in a civil dispute 

over their assets. RAZUKI and GONZALES told CHS 1 that they wanted CHS 1 to "shoot 

him [N.M.] in the face," "to take him to Mexico and have him whacked," or kill him in 

some other way. RAZUKI and GONZALES provided CHSl a picture of N.M., which 

CHS 1 provided to the FBI. 

On or about November 5, 2018, CHSl met with GONZALES at The Great Maple 

in San Diego, CA. During the meeting, GONZALES asked if CHS 1 could "get rid of 

Salam's [RAZUKI] other little problem, [N.M.], because it looks like they're going to 

appeal .... I would love for him [N.M.] to go to TJ and get lost. Just leave him over there." 

GONZALES said the civil dispute between her, RAZUKI, and N.M. was over $44 million 

dollars. GONZALES went on to say, "It's no joke, Salam [RAZUKI] has a lot of money 

tied up right now, and he's paying attorney fees. You need to get rid of this asshole [N.M.], 

he's costing me too much money!" GONZALES wanted this to occur before the next 

court date in their civil suit scheduled on or about November 15, 2018. At a certain point 

during the conversation, a server was close to their table and GONZALES said, "You don't 

have to kill him, you don't have to put him off the face of the earth." Despite her words at 

the time, GONZALES was making a slashing movement across her neck indicating she 

24 I CHSl has been cooperating with the FBI since 2009 and had provided information, 
25 which was vetted and later determined credible, reliably over the years leading to the 

successful identification and prosecution of drug traffickers, money launderers, and other 
26 subjects in numerous FBI criminal investigations. RAZUKI is also a confidential source 
27 for the FBI and has been since approximately May 2014. However, RAZUKI has not 

informed the FBI of any of his actions, or those of GONZALES or JUAREZ, in attempting 
28 to have N .M. kidnapped and killed. 

3 
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1 wanted N.M. to be killed. During the conversation, GONZALES advised that there was 

2 no reason to involve RAZUKI in planning for the kidnapping ofN.M. because "I am the 

3 one with the balls, any time they [business partners, including RAZUKI] have a problem, 

4 they come after me ... they say Sylvia is like a little ... honey badger ... they're like send 

5 the honey badger after them." 

6 On November or about 8, 2018, CHSl met with GONZALES at Banbu Sushi Bar 

7 and Grill in La Mesa, CA. At the outset of the meeting, GONZALES continued to 

8 complain about N.M. and the ongoing civil lawsuit. According to GONZALES, another 

9 individual was coming, later identified as ELIZABETH JUAREZ, to talk about how to 

10 handle N.M. GONZALES said, "Elizabeth [JUAREZ] right here, Elizabeth is going to 

11 give you a proposition also on that problem. She said all you got to do is get him to Mexico 

12 and she'll take care ofhim over there." CHSl asked, "She will?" and GONZALES replied, 

13 "Yes, that's why she's coming." 

14 
Approximately one hour, 20 minutes into GONZALES' and CHS l's meeting at 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Banbu Sushi Bar and Grill, JUAREZ joined them. JUAREZ said that all CHSl needed to 

do was to get N.M. down to Mexico and she would take care of the rest. JUAREZ and 

GONZALES said a lot of people have it out for N.M. so nothing would come back on 

RAZUKI. GONZALES said she wanted to watch and wanted N .M. to know that it had 

come from them [GONZALES and RAZUKI], but JUAREZ cautioned GONZALES 

shouldn't watch because it would be gruesome and haunt her. JUAREZ said this "wasn't 

22 
her first rodeo" and went on to talk about a previous incident involving a female from Vista, 

CA, who was drugged and kidnapped. CHS 1, GONZALES, and JUAREZ discussed a cost 
23 

of $2,000 for the job. CHS 1 clarified whether GONZALES and JUAREZ wanted this to 
24 

happen in the United States or Mexico. JUAREZ said, "No, I don't want it done here [in 
25 

the United States]." GONZALES added, "No, let's do it in Mexico because we can't be 
26 

charged in the US. Let's do it in Mexico in case anything comes back to us." JUAREZ 
27 

said, "In Mexico it's easier to make things go away. You pay for your freedom." 
28 
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GONZALES and JUAREZ said they wanted to "put the turkey up to roast before 

Thanksgiving." After the meeting, CHSl positively identified a driver's license photo of 

ELIZABETH JUAREZ as the individual that joined them and talked of the kidnapping and 

murder of N.M. This is the same individual observed by FBI agents as joining the meeting 

as well. GONZALES advised that RAZUKI often referred to N.M. as "the midget" and 

near the end of the dinner, JUAREZ handed CHSl her cellphone to take a picture of 

GONZALES and JUAREZ and said, "You can take a picture of us when we were going to 

get rid of the midget [decided to kidnap and kill N.M.]." 

After dinner, CHS 1 called GONZALES and confirmed that CHS 1 could kidnap and 

murder N.M. During the call, CHSl told GONZALES to provide information on N.M., 

including his address, what car he drives, and other identifying information. GONZALES 

asked to meet the next day so she could give CHS 1 the information requested. 

On or about November 9, 2018, GONZALES called CHSl and asked CHSl to meet 

her, RAZUKI, and JUAREZ. During the meeting, RAZUKI'S assistant, GIOVANNA 

CONTRERAS, was also present in the room, but did not participate in the conversation 

and had headphones in her ears most of the time. RAZUKI, GONZALES, and JUAREZ, 

discussed with CHS 1 several loans they were trying to secure for their businesses, 

including cannabis dispensaries, as well as RAZUKI's frustration with the ongoing civil 

suit with N.M. At times during the meeting, RAZUKI went to the other side of the room 

to work, though CHS 1 believes it was close enough to overhear the continued conversation 

between CHSl, GONZALES, and JUAREZ. GONZALES asked CHSl if CHSl needed 

money [for the kidnapping ofN.M.] and said she would go get $1,000, but asked if CHSl 

wanted the full payment instead. CHSl indicated that $1,000 fine for the time being and 

GONZALES went to the Goldn Bloom Dispensary and returned with $1,000 cash. 

Surveillance agents observed GONZALES walk to the Goldn Bloom Dispensary across 

the street and return. 

5 
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1 After the meeting, CHS 1 provided agents with $1000 cash provided by GONZALES 

2 as well as an envelope with a piece of paper inside, which had also been provided by 

3 GONZALES. The paper had two business addresses for N.M. according to GONZALES 

4 in a later meeting. 

5 On or about November 13, 2018, GONZALES contacted CHSl again via phone and 

6 informed CHSl that RAZUKI and GONZALES would be with N.M. in court at the Hall 

7 of Justice located at 330 West Broadway, San Diego, CA. GONZALES requested CHSl 

8 join them so CHSl could see N.M. in person. CHSl declined going into the courtroom, 

9 but agreed to stand outside the building and wait for N.M. to exit. While inside the Hall of 

10 Justice, GONZALES took a picture ofN.M. with her phone and sent it to CHSl and then 

11 called CHSl and described what N.M. was wearing at the hearing. GONZALES exited 

12 the Hall of Justice and met with CHSl to further discuss the description of N.M., which 

13 was recorded. During this meeting, GONZALES explained that "10605 Roselle St." and 

14 "9212 Mira Est. Ct 218 SD 92126" were locations of businesses N.M. manages. She did 

15 not specifically explain the address, "2815 Camino Del Rio S. #124 San Diego, CA 

16 92108." According to GONZALES, the information on the envelope and back of the paper, 

17 was to assist CHS 1 in locating N.M. for the kidnapping and murder in Mexico. 

18 GONZALES also stated during the meeting "if they take him now, it's gunna be good." 

19 GONZALES went back into the courthouse and provided CHS 1 with updates as N.M. was 

20 departing the Hall of Justice to ensure CHSl observed N.M. as he left. GONZALES told 

21 CHSl that N.M. would be exiting the courthouse and that GONZALES, RAZUKI, 

22 JUAREZ, and their attorney would exit after him. FBI agents observed N.M exit the 

23 courthouse after CHS 1 had been told this and agents observed RAZUKI, GONZALES, 

24 and JUAREZ proceeded on foot to the vehicle they arrived in and departed. 

25 
In an interview with FBI on November 15, 2018, N.M. advised that he had invested 

26 
in real estate with RAZUKI in order to lease buildings to various entities - mainly 

27 
marijuana dispensaries. Later on November 15, 2018, CHSl met with RAZUKI, which 

28 
6 
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1 was recorded and surveilled by FBI agents. CHS 1 said, "I took care of it." RAZUKI 

2 replied, "So he will take care of it, or it's done?" CHSl replied, "Done." RAZUKI quickly 

3 changed the subject to discuss other business investments and pending loans. Later in the 

4 conversation, CHS 1 said, "Well, when I talked to what's her name, she said that she wanted 

5 to have proof. Do you want to see it, or are you ok with it?" RAZUKI replied, "No, I'm 

6 ok with it. I don't want to see it." Shortly thereafter, CHS 1 requested the remainder of the 

7 agreed-upon payment and RAZUKI directed CHS 1 to follow up with GONZALES for 

8 payment. 

9 On November 15, 2018, GONZALES was arrested and advised of her Miranda 

10 rights and agreed to speak with agents. During her interview, GONZALES admitted the 

11 existence of the ongoing civil lawsuit between N.M. and RAZUKI, GONZALES, and 

12 JUAREZ, but denied involvement in any conspiracy to kidnap and kill N.M. 

13 On November 16, 2018, JUAREZ was arrested and advised of her Miranda rights 

14 and agreed to speak with agents. JUAREZ admitted to having the meetings and 

15 conversations about kidnapping and killing N.M., but said she didn't think the group would 

16 actually go through with it. 

17 On November 16, 2018, RAZUKI was arrested and advised of his Miranda rights 

18 and agreed to speak with agents. During his interview, RAZUKI admitted the existence of 

19 the ongoing civil lawsuit between N.M. and RAZUKI, GONZALES, and JUAREZ 

20 involving approximately $40 million. RAZUKI heard that N.M. was missing, but thought 

21 it was a joke and denied involvement in any conspiracy to kidnap and kill N.M. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

7 

Case 3:18-mj-05915-MDD   Document 1   Filed 11/19/18   PageID.7   Page 7 of 7

3.3-169



EXHIBIT 3.4 
3.4-170



INVESTIGATIVE REPORT

County of San Diego
GLENN N. WAGNER, D.O.

CHIEF MEDICAL EXAMINER OFFICE OF THE MEDICAL EXAMINER
5570 OVERLAND AVE., SUITE 101, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92123-1206

TEL: (858) 694-2895   FAX: (858) 495-5956

1/5/2016
CASE NUMBER

15-02760

CALL DATE AND TIME

NAME OF DECEASED (LAST, FIRST MIDDLE)

12/03/2015

The decedent was a 47 year old, married, White male who resided in San Diego with his wife and two minor children.  
The decedent was last seen by his wife on the evening of 12/3/2015 when he was upset and said he was going to the 
beach.  On the morning of 12/3/2015, a surfer at Tourmaline Surfing Park saw the decedent seated on the rocky beach 
against the cliff.  As he approached, he saw blood on his face and a gun at his left hip.  The surfer called 9-1-1.  San Diego 
Police Department and San Diego Fire Department engine 21 responded to the scene and death was confirmed without 
intervention.  

Medical Examiner’s jurisdiction invoked according to the California Government Code 27491: Death due to known or 
suspected suicide.

SUMMARY

ARRIVAL DATE AND TIME

12/03/2015
RETURN DATE AND TIME

12/03/2015

AKA

INVESTIGATOR

Sandra Joseph
REPORTED BY

Officer Armstrong ID 
REPORTING AGENCY

San Diego County Medical Examiner

DATE AND TIME OF DEATH

12/03/2015
DATE OF BIRTH

01/25/1968
AGE

47 Years
GENDER

Male
RACE

White
RESIDENCE (STREET, CITY, STATE, ZIP)

5439  Westknoll Drive  San Diego, CA  92109
COUNTY

COUNTRY OF RESIDENCE

USA
OCCUPATION

Self-employed

LAST SEEN ALIVE

LOCATION OF DEATH

Found, Tourmaline Surfing Park
ADDRESS (STREET, CITY, STATE, ZIP)

N 32 48 20 W 117 15 47   La Jolla, CA  92037

AT RESIDENCELOCATION OF INCIDENT

Beach
ADDRESS (STREET, CITY, STATE, ZIP)

N 32 48 20 W 117 15 47  La Jolla, CA  92037
COUNTY

San Diego

AT WORK

INVESTIGATING AGENCY

San Diego Police
OFFICER

Officer Armstrong

DATE AND TIME

12/03/2015
IDENTIFIED BY

Sandra Joseph
METHOD

Personal Effects
FUNERAL HOME

Bayview Cremation & Burial
PROPERTY

Yes
TYPE OF EXAM

Autopsy

DATE AND TIME OF INCIDENT

12/03/2015

No

REPORT #BADGE #

7324Unk

0703 0810 1300

0634

0810

DECEDENT WAS BELTED POSITION ON PRIVATE PROPERTYHELMETED

VEHICLE LICENSE NUMBER STATE
YesYes No No

HIO

TYPE OF PLACE

Other

INCIDENT PLACE TYPE

PUBLIC ADMINISTRATOR

Yes  No

SHERLOCK,    Michael    De Carlo

PAID AUTOPSY

Page 1

PREVIOUS WAIVE #

12/2/2015 2000

WifeAmy Sherlock
RELATIONSHIPNAME OF NOK OR OTHER DATE NOTIFIED

12/3/2015
NOTIFIED BY

Other

Brother in lawSteve Lake
RELATIONSHIPNAME OF NOK OR OTHER DATE NOTIFIED

12/3/2015
NOTIFIED BY

Law Informant
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San Diego Medical Examiner 
5570 Overland Avenue, Suite#101 
San Diego, CA 92123-1206 
(858) 694-2895

Case Number : 15-02760 
Investigator : Sandra Joseph 
Date of Death : 12/03/2015 
Date Today : 01/05/2016 

INVESTIGATIVE NARRATIVE 

Decedent: Michael De Carlo Sherlock 

Antemortem Events: 
On 12/3/2015 at 0812 hours, I obtained the following information from San Diego Police Officer Armstrong ID 7324 at 
the scene.  On the morning of 12/3/2015, a surfer at Tourmaline Surfing Park, just south of Bird Rock was walking along 
the rocky beach to see surf conditions.  As he rounded a small point, he saw the decedent seated against the cliff wearing 
street clothes.  He walked closer as the tide was up and saw the decedent had blood around his face and a gun at his left 
hip.  The surfer went up the beach access steps to the intersection Sea Ridge Drive and Linda Way and flagged down Tad 
Hodgson, who had just arrived to surf.  Tad Hodgson used his cell phone to call 9-1-1.  Officer Armstrong and San Diego 
Fire Department Engine #21 responded to the scene. Paramedic McCain confirmed death without intervention due to 
obvious fatal head trauma.   

On 12/3/2015, I obtained the following information from the decedent's brother in law, Steve Lake at the decedent’s home 
on.  Steve stated he had spoken with the decedent on 12/2/2015 and “he was in a funk”.  Steve told the decedent he was 
coming over and they spent several hours together.  During that time, the decedent had presented Steve with a list of 
problems.  Steve said they were all little things but the decedent appeared to be overwhelmed.  They talked about tackling 
the problems one by one until they were gone.  The decedent never made any suicidal threats or appeared to be in any 
distress.  When Steve left the decedent appeared better.  On the morning of 12/3/2015, Steve’s sister, Amy Sherlock, the 
decedent’s wife called him and said the decedent had left around 2000 hours to go to the beach and he had not come 
home.  Amy heard reports of a death at the beach and she asked Steve to go see if it was the decedent.  This particular 
stretch of beach was sentimental to Amy and it was a known location to the decedent.  Steve went to the location and saw 
the decedent’s Ford Flex.  He spoke with police and was advised of the death.   

Past Medical, Surgical, and Social History: 
On 12/3/2015, I obtained the following information from the decedent's wife, Amy Sherlock, at her home in San Diego.  
He had become increasingly depressed over business losses.  The decedent saw his primary care physician, Dr. Howard 
Williams of Scripps and was prescribed Ambien.  They were trying to get him psychiatric help but no appointments were 
available until February 2016.  The decedent did not smoke cigarettes or drink alcohol.  He did smoke marijuana but had 
quit a few months ago.  The decedent never made any threats or expressed any suicidal ideation.  The decedent was in a 
BMX bicycle accident several years ago and his spleen was removed.   

I obtained the following information from the office of Dr. Howard Williams, MD, the decedent’s primary care physician.  
The decedent was seen on 3/9/2015 for an annual physical and to establish as a patient.  History given was variety of 
injuries related to being a skateboarder, BMX rider and stuntman.  The decedent had previous carpal tunnel surgery of 
both wrists, knee surgery and removal of his spleen three years previously.  The decedent had a complaint of chronic back 
pain but was not on any medications at that time.  On 11/12/2015, the decedent was seen for trouble sleeping and anxiety.  
He had lost his job and was sleeping poorly.  His wife reported he snored very loudly and she had witnessed episodes of 
sleep apnea.  The decedent stated he had a history of depression and took Wellbutrin for several years.  He was diagnosed 
with sleep disturbance, obstructive sleep apnea, depression and back pain.  He was started on Trazodone 50 mg tablets to 
be taken at bedtime.   

Scene Description:  
On 12/3/2015 at 0815 hours, I arrived at the scene.  At the time of my arrival, the tide was going out and it was daylight.  
The area of the beach was comprised of large rocks overlying coarse sand.  Some rocks were smooth and some were 
broken and had sharp edges.  There were homes situated on the cliffs above the beach.  There is a stairway leading from 
Sea Ridge Drive down to the beach which his frequented by surfers.  There were seagulls on the beach and small 
crustaceans in proximity to the body.  The decedent was seated with his back against the cliff at GPS Coordinates N 32 48 
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20 W 117 15 47.  There were a few small droplets of blood spatter north of the body.  A Sig Sauer 9mm semiautomatic 
handgun, serial number B246247 was against the decedent’s left hip.  The backstrap (back of the grip) was on the rocks 
and the magazine was partially ejected.  There was one PMC 9mm Luger cartridge in magazine.  There was rust on the 
weapon and the magazine.  No casing was found during a search of the scene.  The decedent’s cell phone, wallet and keys 
were found in his pants pockets. The decedent’s gray Ford Flex, California License Plate 6MP752 was parked on Linda 
Way.  The vehicle was locked.  The front seat appeared to be situated for someone of his reported height on the driver 
license of 5’10”.  The interior of the vehicle was very clean and neat.  There was a crumpled white t-shirt in the rear of the 
vehicle and another shirt on a hanger.  There was no blood inside the vehicle.  There were no stains on the white t-shirt.  
The decedent’s cell phone was fingerprint and password locked, however the notifications showed numerous missed 
phone calls and messages.  The scene did not appear staged.   

Body Description:  
On 12/3/2015 at approximately 0825 hours, I viewed the body.  The decedent was seated on the rocks with his legs 
extended straight in front of his body.  His head was turned slightly to the right (North).  His left hand was on his lap and 
his right hand was across rocks.  There were a few small blood droplets North of the body.  The decedent was wearing 
gray sweatpants, black hoodie zippered closed, red t-shirt and black lace shoes.  There was a black ball cap was partially 
on and behind left shoulder.  There were numerous ants and sea roaches on the body.  There was drying blood from the 
right side of his mouth.  There was small blood spatter around his mouth and drying blood from his right nostril.  There 
was a large blood clot in his mouth.  There was a contusion on his right forehead.  I palpated a possible defect in his 
mouth but could not view it due to clotted blood.  There was crepitus of his head and a large depression on the occipital 
area of his head.  There was no defect visible on the scalp.  At 0845 hours, clean white paper protective bags were placed 
over his hands.   

On 12/3/2015 at 0920 hours, 92M Transport personnel E. Arenas and Y. Andre placed the decedent in a clean, white 
pouch and blue tamper evident seal 4141517 was affixed to the pouch for transport to the Medical Examiner’s Office.   

Special Requests: 
There were no special requests. 

Identification: 
I identified the decedent from his California Driver License #B3811759. 

Antemortem Specimens: 
Not applicable.  

Public Administrator: 
A referral to the Public Administrator was not requested.  

Other Important Factors: 
There were no other important factors.  

Signed: _____________________________________________ 
Sandra Joseph 
Medical Examiner Investigator 

Date Signed:  1/3/2016 

Approved by: __ _ 
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County of San Diego 
GLENN N. WAGNER, D.O. JONATHAN R. LUCAS, M.D. 

CHIEF MEDICAL EXAMINER CHIEF DEPUTY MEDICAL EXAMINER 
OFFICE OF THE MEDICAL EXAMINER 

5570 OVERLAND AVE., SUITE 101, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92123-1206 

TEL: (858) 694-2895   FAX: (858) 495-5956

AUTOPSY REPORT 

Name: MICHAEL DE CARLO SHERLOCK ME#: 15-2760 

Place of death: Tourmaline Surfing Park Age: 47 Years 
N 32 48 20 W 117 15 47 

Sex: Male 
Date of death: Found,

December 3, 2015; 0634 Hours 

Date of autopsy: December 4, 2015; 0915 Hours  
___________________________________________________________________________ 

CAUSE OF DEATH:  PENETRATING INTRAORAL GUNSHOT WOUND 

MANNER OF DEATH: SUICIDE 

AUTOPSY SUMMARY: 

I. Penetrating intraoral gunshot wound:
A. Entrance: oral cavity/posterior pharynx.
B. Injury to: oral cavity, posterior pharynx, brainstem/upper cervical spinal cord,

base of skull, and structures of posterior neck.
C. Exit: none.
D. Recovered: partially deformed copper-colored jacketed bullet recovered

from tissue of posterior aspect of neck.
E. Wound pathway: the wound pathway directed front-to-back and upward with

no significant right/left deviation.
F. Associated injuries: hemorrhage along wound path, subarachnoid

hemorrhage greater at base and right side of brain, subdural hemorrhage
(approximately 20 ml), linear fractures of anterior cranial fossae and right
and left sides of posterior cranial fossa, contusions of inferior temporal
lobes of brain, hemoaspiration, fine oral stretch marks on right and left
aspects of skin of lips, and multiple contusions and abrasions of lower lip.

II. Other injuries:
A. Abrasions and contusions of forehead, chin, posterior aspect of right hand,

and right leg.
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AUTOPSY REPORT -2- MICHAEL SHERLOCK 15-2760 

III. No evidence of significant natural disease identified.

IV. Other findings:
A. Extensive peritoneal adhesions and absent spleen status post remote

splenectomy.

V. Toxicological testing not contributory.

OPINION:  According to the investigative information, the decedent was a 47-year-old 
White male who lived in San Diego with his wife and two minor children.  The decedent 
was last seen alive on December 2nd around 2000 hours, when he was upset and said he 
was going to the beach.  On the morning of December 3rd, a surfer at Tourmaline Surfing 
Park saw the decedent seated on a rocky portion of the beach against a cliff.  As he 
approached he saw the decedent had blood on his face and a gun at his left hip.  The 
surfer called 911.  San Diego Police Department and San Diego Fire Department Engine 
21 responded to the scene and death was confirmed without intervention.  The decedent’s 
brother stated that the decedent was “in a funk.”  The brother told the decedent he was 
coming over to his residence and they spent several hours together.  During that time, the 
decedent presented to his brother a list of problems that Steve thought were all little 
things, but the decedent apparently appeared overwhelmed.  They talked about tackling 
the problems one by one until they were gone.  The decedent never made suicidal threats 
or appeared to be in any distress.  When his brother left, the decedent appeared better.   

At the scene, the brother located the decedent’s vehicle close by.  The decedent had a 
primary care physician and was prescribed Ambien at some point because he was 
becoming increasingly depressed over business losses.  The family was trying to get him 
psychiatric help, but no appointments were available until February of 2016.  The 
decedent reportedly did not smoke cigarettes or drink alcohol.  He did smoke marijuana. 
He never made any threats or expressed suicidal ideation.  Per the decedent’s wife, the 
decedent had remote surgery and his spleen was removed after a BMX accident. 
According to medical records review, the decedent had a history of sleep disturbance, 
obstructive sleep apnea, depression, and back pain. 

The autopsy documented a well-developed, well-nourished male appearing the stated age 
of 47 years.  There was an intraoral gunshot wound that injured the tongue, posterior 
pharynx, brainstem/upper cervical spinal cord, base of skull, and soft tissues of posterior 
aspect of the neck.  No exit wound was identified.  A partially deformed copper-colored 
jacketed bullet was recovered from the soft tissue of the posterior neck at autopsy.  The 
wound pathway was directed front-to-back and upward with no significant right/left 
deviation.  There was evidence of close range discharge of a firearm (soot surrounding 
tongue injury).  There were other minor injuries to include scattered abrasions.  There was 
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no evidence of significant natural disease.  There was evidence of a remote splenectomy. 
Toxicological testing detected no ethanol or common drugs of abuse in the blood. 

Based on the autopsy findings and the circumstances surrounding the death, as currently 
understood, the cause of death is penetrating intraoral gunshot wound, and the 
manner of death is suicide. 

ROBERT STABLEY, M.D.
Deputy Medical Examiner

Date signed:   
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The autopsy was performed at the Office of the San Diego County Medical Examiner on 
December 4, 2015 beginning at 0915 hours.   

IDENTIFICATION:  The body is identified by two Medical Examiner's identification bands 
on the right ankle bearing the decedent’s name and case number. 

WITNESSES:  Assisting with the autopsy is Forensic Autopsy Specialist Stephen 
Hannum.  There are no outside observers. 

CLOTHING AND PERSONAL EFFECTS:  A brown paper bag containing clothing 
accompanies the body at autopsy.  In addition, a black, long-sleeved, zipper down the 
middle sweatshirt and a short-sleeved, red T-shirt are on the body.  There are no 
obvious defects on the shirt or the sweatshirt.  White paper bags cover the hands and 
are secured with tape; they are removed and discarded due to lack of evidentiary value.    

EVIDENCE OF MEDICAL INTERVENTION:  There is no evidence of medical intervention 
identified at autopsy. 

EXTERNAL EXAMINATION 

Injuries are fully described in the “Evidence of Injury” section below.  The body is that of 
a well-developed, well-nourished male.  The body weighs 187 pounds, is approximately 
67 inches in length, and appears compatible with the reported age of 47 years.  The 
body is well preserved, cold, and has not been embalmed.   

The head is injured.  The scalp hair is brown with streaks of gray and approximately 2-
1/2 inches long.  The face is clean shaven.  The irides are green.  The corneas are 
cloudy.  The conjunctivae and sclerae are unremarkable.  No petechial hemorrhages 
are seen.  The external auditory canals, external nares, and oral cavity contain blood. 
The ears and earlobes are unremarkable.  The nasal skeleton and maxilla are palpably 
intact.  The lips and oral mucous membranes are injured.  The teeth are natural. 
Examination of the neck reveals no gross evidence of injury.   

The chest is symmetrical.  The breasts are those of an adult male with no palpable 
masses.  The abdomen is flat and soft.  A vertical midline surgical scar extends from the 
epigastrium to approximately 3 inches inferior to the umbilicus.  No other obvious 
surgical scars are seen.  The back is symmetrical and unremarkable. 

The extremities are symmetric and normally formed without track marks, ventral wrist 
scars, edema, deformities, or amputations.  The fingernails and toenails are intact. 
There is blood on both hands.  No obvious soot or gunshot residue is identified.  
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The genitalia are those of an adult male with bilaterally descended testes palpated 
within the scrotum.   

SCARS AND OTHER IDENTIFYING MARKS:  Scattered incidental scars are on the 
body. 

TATTOOS:  None. 

POSTMORTEM CHANGES:  The body is cold.  Rigor is moderate in all extremities and 
in the jaw.  Lividity is unfixed on the posterior surface of the body except in areas 
exposed to pressure. 

EVIDENCE OF INJURY 

PENETRATING INTRAORAL GUNSHOT WOUND: 
In the oral cavity located midline is an entrance gunshot wound located approximately 9 
inches below the top of the head.  No obvious sot surrounds the wound.  There is injury 
to the oral mucosa, tongue (1-3/4 x 1-1/2 inch stellate injury with soot surrounding the 
wound), soft palate to include uvula, posterior pharynx, clivus of base of skull, 
brainstem/upper spinal cord (transected), and soft tissue of posterior aspect of neck. 
No exit wound is identified.  A partially deformed copper-colored jacketed bullet is 
recovered from the soft tissue of the posterior aspect of the neck.  The bullet pathway is 
directed front-to-back and upward with no significant right/left deviation.  Associated 
with this gunshot wound is hemorrhage along the wound path, subarachnoid 
hemorrhage greater at the base and right side of the brain, subdural hemorrhage 
(approximately 20 ml), linear fractures of the anterior cranial fossae and right and left 
sides of the posterior cranial fossa, contusions of the inferior temporal lobes of the 
brain, hemoaspiration, fine oral stretch marks on right and left aspects of skin of lips, 
and multiple contusions and abrasions of the lower lip.   

MINOR INJURIES: 
A 1 x 1 inch red abrasion is on the right forehead, just above the lateral aspect of the 
right eyebrow.  A 1/16 inch round abrasion is on the chin region.  Multiple abrasions are 
on the posterior aspect of the right hand and digits of the right hand.  A 1 x 1 inch faint 
red-pink contusion is on the anterolateral aspect of the distal right leg.   

INTERNAL EXAMINATION 

ABDOMINAL WALL:  The subcutaneous fat layer measures up to 3.0 cm thick. 

BODY CAVITIES:  There are extensive adhesions in the peritoneal cavity.  The pleural 
and pericardial cavities are free of adhesions.  All body cavities contain normal amounts 
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of serous fluid.  All body organs are present in their normal anatomical position, with the 
exception of the spleen, which is surgically absent.  The diaphragm is intact.   

CARDIOVASCULAR SYSTEM:  The 420 gram heart has a normal shape and is 
contained in an intact pericardial sac.  The epicardial surface is smooth with minimal fat 
investment.  The coronary arteries arise normally with widely patent ostia and are 
present in a normal distribution, with a right-dominant pattern.  Cross sections of the 
coronary arteries demonstrate up to 25% eccentric luminal narrowing of the mid left 
anterior descending coronary artery with partially calcified atherosclerotic plaques.  The 
myocardium is homogenous, red-brown, and firm.  The valve leaflets are thin and 
mobile.  The walls of the left ventricle, interventricular septum, and right ventricle are 1.5 
cm, 1.4 cm, and 0.2 cm thick, respectively.  The endocardium of the heart is smooth 
and glistening.  The aorta gives rise to three intact and patent arch vessels and contains 
minimal atherosclerosis.  The renal and mesenteric vessels are unremarkable.  The 
pulmonary arteries are normally developed, patent and without thrombus or embolus. 

RESPIRATORY SYSTEM:  The upper airway is clear of debris and foreign material. 
The mucosal surfaces are smooth, yellow-tan and unremarkable.  The pleural surfaces 
are smooth, glistening and unremarkable bilaterally.  The right lung weighs 810 grams. 
The left lung weighs 720 grams.  The pulmonary parenchyma is congested and 
edematous, exuding moderate amounts of blood and frothy fluid and exhibits an 
aspiration pattern.  A small amount of anthracotic pigment is seen.  No focal lesions are 
noted.   

HEPATOBILIARY SYSTEM:  The 1740 gram liver has an intact smooth capsule 
covering a congested, tan-brown parenchyma with no focal lesions noted.  The 
gallbladder contains approximately 40 ml of green-brown, mucoid bile; the mucosa is 
velvety and unremarkable.  The extrahepatic biliary tree is patent without evidence of 
calculi. 

LYMPHORETICULAR SYSTEM:  The spleen is not identified status post remote 
surgical resection.  Lymph nodes in the hilar, periaortic and iliac regions are not 
enlarged. 

GASTROINTESTINAL SYSTEM:  The esophagus is lined by gray-white, smooth 
mucosa.  The gastric mucosa is arranged in the usual rugal folds and the lumen 
contains 175 ml of dark red, opaque fluid with partially-digested food particles.  No pills, 
pill fragments, or capsules are present.  The small bowel and colon are unremarkable. 
The pancreas has a normal pink-tan lobulated appearance.  The appendix is grossly 
unremarkable.  

GENITOURINARY SYSTEM:  The right kidney weighs 170 grams; the left 190 grams. 
The renal capsules are smooth and thin, semi-transparent and strip with ease from the 
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underlying red-brown cortical surfaces.  The cortices are sharply delineated from the 
medullary pyramids, which are red-purple to tan and unremarkable.  The calyces, 
pelves and ureters are unremarkable.  White bladder mucosa overlies an intact bladder 
wall.  The bladder contains less than 5 ml of cloudy, yellow urine.  The prostate gland 
and seminal vesicles are without note.  The testes are palpably unremarkable. 

ENDOCRINE SYSTEM:  The pituitary gland is grossly unremarkable.  The thyroid gland 
is symmetric and red-brown, without cystic or nodular change.  The right and left 
adrenal glands are intact with bright yellow cortices and red-brown medullae; no 
masses or areas of hemorrhage are identified. 

NECK:  See “Evidence of Injury.”  The anterior strap muscles of the neck are 
homogenous and red-brown, without hemorrhage.  The thyroid cartilage and hyoid bone 
are intact.  The larynx is lined by intact white mucosa.  Incision and dissection of the 
posterior neck demonstrates deep paracervical muscle injury, hemorrhage, and a 
partially deformed copper-colored jacketed bullet that is recovered at autopsy.   

MUSCULOSKELETAL SYSTEM:  See “Evidence of Injury.”  No non-traumatic 
abnormalities of muscle or bone are identified. 

HEAD AND CENTRAL NERVOUS SYSTEM:  See “Evidence of Injury.”  The scalp is 
atraumatic.  The galeal, subgaleal soft tissues of the scalp, and temporal muscles are 
free of injury.  The dura mater and falx cerebri are intact.  There is no epidural 
hemorrhage present.  The leptomeninges are thin and delicate.  The cerebral 
hemispheres have an unremarkable pattern of gyri and sulci.  The blood vessels at the 
base of the brain are without significant atherosclerosis.  The brain weighs 1470 grams. 
Coronal sections through the cerebral hemispheres reveal no non-traumatic lesions. 
The ventricles of the brain are of normal size and contain clear cerebrospinal fluid. 
Transverse sections through the brainstem, cerebellum, and upper spinal cord reveal no 
non-traumatic lesions.  The tongue is injured. 
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SPECIMENS RETAINED 

TOXICOLOGY:  The following specimens are submitted for toxicology: central and 
peripheral blood, vitreous humor, liver, and gastric contents. 

HISTOLOGY:  Portions of tissues and major organs are retained in formalin.  No 
sections are submitted for microscopic examination. 

PHOTOGRAPHS:  Digital identification photographs and photographs of injuries and 
projectile are taken. 

RADIOGRAPHS:  X-rays of the head and neck are taken and reveal a metallic object in 
the posterior aspect of the neck, which is recovered at autopsy and determined to be a 
partially deformed projectile.    

RS:lcb 
D:  12/4/15 T:  12/15/15 
Rev.  12/28/15  lcb 
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 An American Board of Forensic Toxicology (ABFT) Accredited Laboratory Page 1 of 1 

County of San Diego 
 GLENN N. WAGNER, D.O. JONATHAN R. LUCAS, M.D. 
 CHIEF MEDICAL EXAMINER CHIEF DEPUTY MEDICAL EXAMINER 

OFFICE OF THE MEDICAL EXAMINER 
5570 OVERLAND AVE., Ste #101, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92123-1206 

TEL: (858) 694-2895   FAX: (858) 495-5956 

TOXICOLOGY REPORT 
Name: SHERLOCK, Michael De Carlo 
Medical Examiner Number: 15-02760
Date of Death: 12/03/2015
Time of Death: 06:34
Pathologist: Robert Stabley, M.D.
Specimens Received: Central Blood, Gastric, Liver, Peripheral Blood 1, Peripheral Blood 2, Vitreous
Date Specimens Received: 12/07/2015

Test Name (Method of Analysis) Specimen Tested Result 

Alcohol Analysis (GC/FID-Headspace) Peripheral Blood 2 
Alcohol (Ethanol) Not Detected 
Acetone, Methanol, Isopropanol Not Detected

Drugs of Abuse Screen (ELISA) Central Blood 
Cocaine metabolites Not Detected 

 Amphetamines Not Detected 
 Opiates Not Detected 
 Benzodiazepines Not Detected 
 Fentanyl Not Detected 
 Cannabinoids Not Detected 

Phencyclidine (PCP) Not Detected 
 Oxycodone Not Detected 
 Methadone Not Detected 
 Zolpidem Not Detected 
 Carisoprodol Not Detected 
 Buprenorphine Not Detected

Unless otherwise requested, all specimens will be destroyed six (6) months after the closure of the case by the Medical Examiner 
End Results 

Approved and Signed:  Reviewed: 
12/14/2015 Iain M. McIntyre, Ph.D. Amber Trochta 

Forensic Toxicology Laboratory Manager Toxicologist II 
(All Inquiries/Correspondence)
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From: Andrew flores
To: Evan P. Schube
Subject: FW: Sherlock -Harcourt Leading Edge Real Estate
Date: Tuesday, March 23, 2021 2:32:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image003.png

Hello Evan,

Please see the email chain between myself and Mr. Claybon, Harcourts attorney.  I will be
forwarding you some other materials shortly.

From: Allan Claybon <aclaybon@messner.com> 
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 1:41 PM
To: Andrew flores <andrew@floreslegal.pro>
Cc: Allan Claybon <aclaybon@messner.com>
Subject: RE: Sherlock -Harcourt Leading Edge Real Estate

SETTLEMENT COMMUNICATION PURSUANT TO FRE 408; CAL. EVID. CODE  § 1152:

Mr. Flores,
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I have had further discussion with my client.  Without admitting any to any of the concerns that you
have raised, he is hopeful an exchange of information would lead to a greater understanding of the
related occurrences and will attempt to provide some further information.  Please be specific as to
what information you are seeking so that we can try to minimize any further back and forth.

To that end, it would not be productive for either side of this dispute to continue to issue threats or
to be dismissive of each other’s position.  Escalation over email or on the phone will not advance
either sides’ causes.

With respect to your citation to Stevens, the case does not support any means for Ms. Sherlock to
assert a claim against me, my firm or Mr. Harcourt for a violation of the Civil Rights Act (“CRA”).  As
stated previously, my firm did not represent Mr. Harcourt during the time period in which the
alleged acts which allegedly deprived Ms. Sherlock of any property interest occurred.  Regardless,
the plaintiffs in Stevens were able to assert violations of the CRA as they were recognized as a
protected political class.  A  violation of the CRA requires proof of “class-based, invidiously
discriminatory animus.”  Ms. Sherlock has not faced discrimination based upon membership in a
protected class.  Therefore, she cannot assert claim for a violation under the CRA or any conspiracy
to commit a violation of the CRA.

My client is willing to discuss the information requested after taking time to gather evidence.  We
can discuss soon when and how this can take place.  Please let me know if you have questions.

Attorney

direct main
fax

From: Andrew flores <andrew@floreslegal.pro> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 4, 2020 7:14 PM
To: Allan Claybon <aclaybon@messner.com>
Subject: RE: Sherlock -Harcourt Leading Edge Real Estate

Mr. Claybon,

Mrs. Sherlock demanded to know Mr. Harcourt’s explanation for how he ended up owning 100% of
the Balboa CUP after evidence was discovered that Mrs. Sherlock was unlawfully deprived of her
interest in the Balboa CUP as Mr. Sherlock’s heir (as fully described below).  That demand is not
unreasonable. It takes no effort for Mr. Harcourt to respond with a simple statement as to whether
he purchased Mr. Sherlock’s interest or Mr. Harcourt disavowed his interest in the Balboa CUP for
some reason. Your feigned ignorance of the simplicity of this issue is apparent and your refusal to
provide an explanation is unreasonable.
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I am writing to make two points. First, as I noted, I went to the City and the documents that Mr.
Harcourt references in his complaint pursuant to which the City transferred him sole ownership of
the Balboa CUP are not in the City’s file. Thus, your allegation that you “believe” the documents are
“publicly accessible” has no factual basis. I have exercised due diligence and have not come across
any such documents, if you know where they are publicly available, please let me know.

Second, as noted, your description of Mrs. Sherlock’s demand based on the facts and arguments set
forth below as “unreasonable” lacks probable cause. Even if Mr. Harcourt is not responsible for
forging Mr. Harcourt’s signature or engaged in unlawful conduct, that does not explain why he is
refusing to provide a simple explanation given the facts. In my professional opinion, you have
crossed the line from zealous advocacy of your client to being a co-conspirator of Mr. Harcourt
seeking to defraud Mrs. Sherlock. See Stevens v. Rifkin, 608 F. Supp. 710, 730 (N.D. Cal. 1984)
(“Though there appears to be no clear rule of immunity with respect to the liability under the civil
rights laws of attorneys who violate the civil rights of others while representing their clients, cases
under the Civil Rights Act indicate that the attorney may be held liable for damages if, on behalf of
the client, the attorney takes actions that he or she knows, or reasonably should have known, would
violate the clearly established constitutional or statutory rights of another.”) (citing Buller v.
Buechler,706 F.2d 844, 852-853 (8th Cir. 1983).

Based on the language in Stevens, I will be forced to protect Mrs. Sherlock’s rights by filing suit
against your personally and your firm as co-conspirators of Mr. Harcourt. And we will let a Court
determine which one of us is unreasonable in light of our positions described below. Please consider
this notice of my intent to file suit and a TRO against, inter alia, Mr. Harcourt, you, and your firm for
conspiring to defraud Mrs. Sherlock of her interest in the Balboa CUP.

If you have any case law that contradicts Stevens and which allows you to unilaterally ignore Mrs.
Sherlock’s demand, particularly as the core basis of this suit is the belief that Mr. Harcourt fabricated
documents and your refusal is potentially allowing him time to fabricate additional evidence to
legitimize the transfer, please provide it and I will reconsider my position in light of any such
authority.

Sincerely,
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From: Allan Claybon <aclaybon@messner.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 3, 2020 4:42 PM
To: Andrew flores <andrew@floreslegal.pro>
Subject: RE: Sherlock -Harcourt Leading Edge Real Estate

Mr. Flores,

While I am disappointed in such a statement, I will be brief since you do not want to “engage in
more phone calls or emails back and forth.”  I have been forthright and cordial in our
communications hoping to find a resolution between the sides.  A resolution should still be possible,
but your emails are not pointing us in a productive direction.

On behalf of Mr. Harcourt, we are declining to produce documents based upon your demands. 
These requests are unreasonable for a number of reasons, not the least of which is a 24-hour
deadline to produce evidence to your satisfaction regarding events occurring in or around 2015. 
Furthermore, many of the documents that we believe you are seeking are publicly accessible.  There
is no compulsion by law for Mr. Harcourt to produce documents to you on demand.

As you do not want to “more phone calls or emails back and forth” we also decline to go point-by-
point regarding the significant misstatements of law and facts that appear throughout your latest
emails.  We are in disagreement with most of what you have said and each allegation contained
therein.  Without seeing any formalized complaint or other pleading, we are still unsure of your
exact claims.

This email is sent based upon your 3/3/20 deadline.  I am open to further discussion if you choose to
reach out.  Thank you. 

Attorney

direct main
fax

From: Andrew flores <andrew@floreslegal.pro> 
Sent: Monday, March 2, 2020 4:26 PM
To: Allan Claybon <aclaybon@messner.com>
Subject: RE: Sherlock -Harcourt Leading Edge Real Estate
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Hello Mr. Claybon,

I spoke with Mrs. Sherlock today who reviewed Mr. Harcourt’s complaint.  Also, relatedly, I
personally went to DSD and requested to view the file for the Balboa CUP before I even initially
contacted you.

Mr. Harcourt’s complaint alleges: “After Sherlock passed away in or around December 2015
HARCOURT submitted documentation to the City of San Diego in order to remove, Sherlock as the
MMCC’s responsible person, and HARCOURT then finalized the recording of the CUP with the City of
San Diego und SDPCC.” Nowhere in the City file for the Balboa CUP are there any documents that
are described or that could be those referenced in Mr. Harcourt’s complaint.

Please consider this a demand that you produce (i) the documents referenced in the Complaint and
(ii) Mr. Harcourt’s plain statement as to whether he is alleging he purchased Mr. Sherlock’s interest
or he is purporting that Mr. Sherlock disavowed any interest in the CUP for whatever reason (in
anticipation of expensive litigation or otherwise).

Please note that Mrs. Sherlock never gave any authority to any party to negotiate on her behalf and
any such alleged agency would have needed to be memorialized in writing to satisfy the statute of
frauds. Please note that if you fail to produce those documents and/or Mr. Harcourt’s explanation by
5:00 p.m. tomorrow, please consider this notice of our intent to file suit and an ex parte TRO seeking
the court to order Mr. Harcourt to immediately set forth his purported reasons for how he ended up
owning 100% of the Balboa CUP (before he is given more time to potentially fabricate additional
evidence).

Lastly, so that there is no ambiguity between us, I have been cordial and civil in seeking to attempt
to understand Mr. Harcourt’s position. But, I find your description of my view of the facts as
“speculation” and your description of me as being “jaded,” for not taking Mr. Harcourt at his word,
as unreasonable and personally offensive – we will let a judge determine whether the facts and
positions taken by Mr. Harcourt below constitute probable cause. If you are correct, then feel free to
bring a motion to dismiss and for Rule 11 sanctions for filing what you are de facto accusing me of –
filing a frivolous lawsuit. As noted below, these communications are not privileged and will be used
as an Exhibit in the complaint against Mr. Harcourt.

I stress the preceding because I do not have the time, or the desire, to engage in more phone calls or
emails back and forth with you arguing over whether the facts below are speculation or probable
cause. Please provide the requested facts by 5:00 tomorrow.

3.5-188



From: Allan Claybon <aclaybon@messner.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 28, 2020 4:45 PM
To: Andrew flores <andrew@floreslegal.pro>
Subject: RE: Sherlock -Harcourt Leading Edge Real Estate

Mr. Flores,

I am acknowledging receipt of your email.  As it almost exclusively consists of your current
allegations regarding this matter, I will just say that I disagree with your points but will await for your
follow-up after consulting with Ms. Sherlock.  Thank you and have a good weekend.

Attorney

direct main
fax

From: Andrew flores <andrew@floreslegal.pro> 
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 7:36 PM
To: Allan Claybon <aclaybon@messner.com>
Subject: RE: Sherlock -Harcourt Leading Edge Real Estate

3.5-189



Bernson v. Browning-Ferris Industries

if there was
fraud

inter alia

3.5-190



may

her

her
possible potentially

Mox, Inc. v. Woods

De Vries v. Brumback

Mox Inc., Roth v. Rhodes

3.5-191



From: Allan Claybon <aclaybon@messner.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 3:04 PM
To: Andrew flores <andrew@floreslegal.pro>
Subject: RE: Sherlock -Harcourt Leading Edge Real Estate

Mr. Flores,

Thank you for speaking with me by phone today.  Per our conversation, please let me know the
information your client seeks from my client at this time.  We can continue our conversation after
we discuss more specific items.

Attorney

direct main
fax

From: Andrew flores <andrew@floreslegal.pro> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 26, 2020 11:09 AM
To: Allan Claybon <aclaybon@messner.com>
Subject: RE: Sherlock -Harcourt Leading Edge Real Estate

Mr. Claybon,

I reached out to you in good faith with facts that provided probable cause to believe that your client
may have been involved in illegal action. Materially, that Mr. Sherlock and Mr. Harcourt were
granted a cannabis CUP via an LLC in mid-2015; Mr. Sherlock allegedly committed suicide on
December 3, 2015; and then approximately three weeks later a form is submitted with the state
dissolving the LLC that ultimately led to Mr. Harcourt being the sole owner of the CUP. However,
Mrs. Sherlock is positive that Mr. Sherlock’s signature was forged, a position supported by a
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handwriting expert’s analysis that I provided you. Those are facts. The inference that Mr. Harcourt
may have taken unlawful action to deprive Mrs. Sherlock of her interest in the CUP is a reasonable
one. During our phone call, you agreed that the circumstances are “certainly suspicious.”

Had you touched base with your client and found out that there was a purchase agreement and
proof of payment for a transfer of Mr. Sherlock’s interest to Mr. Harcourt, that would have made
sense and been credible. Instead, in your reply, your position changed and you describe the
reasonable inferences as “speculation” and you allege that you do not see how they can support a
claim. Your response evidences how you intend to manage this dispute; there is no need for a
telephone call and we can let a court determine whether these facts constitute probable cause.

Please note that your reference to a phone call for “settlement” purposes does not make these
emails privileged or confidential. I can and will use these emails to show that Mr. Harcourt was not
able to provide any facts for how he ended up being the sole beneficiary of the cannabis CUP as a
result of what appears to be a forged signature of Mr. Sherlock, as supported by the facts and
evidence I have provided to you.

Please note that even if I do not file on behalf of Mrs. Sherlock., I may still file on my own behalf
against Mr. Harcourt as a member of a conspiracy that has unlawfully deprived numerous individuals
of cannabis CUPs, including through the use of unethical attorneys who file frivolous litigation. That
Mr. Harcourt is now in litigation with Mr. Razuki/Mr. Malan is no different than the dispute between
those two as well. Criminals fighting over ill-gotten gains.

Again, if you have any evidence other than self-serving oral testimony by individuals who benefit
from the current status quo, please let me know by 5:00 p.m. tomorrow, Thursday, February 27,
2020.

From: Allan Claybon <aclaybon@messner.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 5:33 PM
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To: Andrew flores <andrew@floreslegal.pro>
Subject: RE: Sherlock -Harcourt Leading Edge Real Estate

Mr. Flores,

Please let me know if we can schedule a telephone call tomorrow to discuss.  Mr. Harcourt
unequivocally denies each of the allegations against him.  With all due respect, these theories and
allegations are based upon speculation.  I cannot see how any of them support an actionable claim
against Mr. Harcourt.  But I am willing to have a conversation to guide some understanding on these
issues.  Let me know of a time that you are available. Our conversation will be for settlement
purposes only.  Thank  you.

Attorney

direct main
fax

From: Andrew flores <andrew@floreslegal.pro> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 1:38 PM
To: Allan Claybon <aclaybon@messner.com>
Subject: RE: Sherlock -Harcourt Leading Edge Real Estate

Apologies, pressed sent by accident, please see below for complete email.

From: Andrew flores 
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Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 1:27 PM
To: aclaybon@messner.com
Subject: RE: Sherlock -Harcourt Leading Edge Real Estate

Mr. Claybon,

I am following up on my message I just left seeking to touch base on your client’s reasons, if any,
regarding the below. I have discovered additional evidence of bad faith – Mr. Jim Bartell (an
influential political lobbyist in San Diego) who is involved in other fraudulent acts related to cannabis
CUPs was also part of the Sherlock/Harcourt CUP process. As it stands now, there is evidence to
support the argument that your client was working with, among others, Mr. Bartell and Mr. Razuki
to defraud Mr. Sherlock of the CUP.

To be blunt, as matters stand, it appears that Mr. Harcourt, as the beneficiary, forged Mr. Sherlock’s
signature to acquire the CUP. Then, he in turn was defrauded by Mr. Razuki/Mr. Malan. Thereafter,
there was a  falling out between Mr. Harcourt and Mr. Razuki/Mr. Malan, exactly as there was a
subsequent falling out between Mr. Malan and Mr. Razuki, with everyone fighting over the CUP but
not addressing the fact that the CUPs were acquired unlawfully. First by Mr. Harcourt and then by
Mr. Malan who admits that he had Mr. Razuki acquire the CUP but not disclose him as the true
owner of the CUP – in direct violation of City and State laws. See San Diego Municipal Code section
11.0402 and Cal. Bus. and Pro. Code section 26057 et seq.

Alternatively, if your client got in over his head, it is doubtful he is aware of the criminal acts taken
by the organization Mr. Bartell is part of, then our side would be willing to reach an agreement with
Mr. Harcourt. Please let us know if such is the case and an option and we can discuss.

I realize that a few days is not a lot of time, on the other hand, if there is a reasonable, credible and
legal reason that can explain how Mr. Harcourt ended up with the CUP as a result of a forged
signature, your client should be able to readily explain such. With that said, if I do not hear from you
by 5:00 p.m. on Thursday, February 27, 2020, I will assume your client has no evidence to explain the
situation. I will proceed accordingly in seeking to protect Mrs. Sherlock’s rights.
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From: Andrew flores 
Sent: Friday, February 21, 2020 12:10 PM
To: aclaybon@messner.com
Subject: Sherlock -Harcourt Leading Edge Real Estate
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Plaintiff In Propria Persona 
and Attorney for Plaintiffs 
Amy Sherlock, Minors T.S. 
and S.S., and Jane Doe 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

ANDREW FLORES, an individual, AMY
SHERLOCK, on her own behalf and on 
behalf of her minor children, T.S. and S.S., 
JANE DOE, an individual, 

Plaintiffs, 

 vs. 

GINA M. AUSTIN, an individual; AUSTIN
LEGAL GROUP APC, a California 
Corporation; JOEL R. WOHLFEIL, an
individual; LAWRENCE (AKA LARRY) 
GERACI, an individual; TAX &
FINANCIAL CENTER, INC., a California 
Corporation; REBECCA BERRY, an
individual;  JESSICA MCELFRESH, an
individual; SALAM RAZUKI, an individual; 
NINUS MALAN, an individual;
MICHAEL ROBERT WEINSTEIN, an 
individual; SCOTT TOOTHACRE, an
individual; ELYSSA KULAS, an individual;  
RACHEL M. PRENDERGAST, an 
individual;  
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) 
) 
) 
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) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
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) 
) 
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) 
) 
) 
) 
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Case No.:  

COMPLAINT FOR: 
1. DEPRIVATION OF CIVIL RIGHTS

(42 U.S.C.§ 1983);
2. DEPRIVATION OF CIVIL RIGHTS

(42 U.S.C.§ 1983);
3. CONSPIRACY TO VIOLATE

CIVL RIGHTS
(42 U.S.C.§ 1985);

4. NEGLECT TO PREVENT A
WRONGFUL ACT
(42 U.S.C.§ 1986);

5. DECLARATORY RELIEF;
6. DECLARATORY RELIEF;
7. DECLARATORY RELIEF

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

ANDREW FLORES 
California State Bar Number 272958 
Law Office of Andrew Flores 
945 4th Avenue, Suite 412  
San Diego, CA 92101 
Telephone: 619.256.1556  
Facsimile:  619.274.8253 
Andrew@FloresLegal.Pro  

 

'20CV0656 LLH
'20CV0656 LLJAH

'20CV0656 LLJLS
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FERRIS & BRITTON APC, a California
Corporation; DAVID S. DEMIAN, an 
individual, ADAM C. WITT, an individual,  
RISHI S. BHATT, an individual, FINCH,
THORTON, and BAIRD, a Limited Liability
Partnership,  JAMES D. CROSBY, an 
individual; ABHAY SCHWEITZER, an 
individual and dba TECHNE; JAMES (AKA 
JIM) BARTELL, an individual; BARTELL &
ASSOCIATES, a California Corporation; 
MATTHEW WILLIAM SHAPIRO, an 
individual; MATTHEW W. SHAPIRO, APC,
a California corporation; NATALIE TRANG-
MY NGUYEN, an individual, AARON 
MAGAGNA, an individual; A-M
INDUSTRIES, INC., a California 
Corporation; BRADFORD HARCOURT, an 
individual; ALAN CLAYBON, an individual; 
SHAWN MILLER, an individual; LOGAN
STELLMACHER, an individual;
EULENTHIAS DUANE ALEXANDER, an
individual; BIANCA MARTINEZ; an 
individual; THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, a
municipality; 2018FMO, LLC, a California 
Limited Liability Company; FIROUZEH
TIRANDAZI, an individual; STEPHEN G. 
CLINE, an individual; JOHN DOE, an 
individual; and DOES 2 through 50, inclusive, 

Defendants, 

JOHN EK, an individual; 
THE EK FAMILY TRUST, 1994 Trust, 

Real Parties In Interest. 
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Report commissioned by Razuki and testimony by Malan alleging he works at a law office 

at the ARCO Gas Station above the proposed car wash. 
B. The Associate

176. One of Razuki’s cannabis business associates (the “Associate”) stated in a

confidential conversation with an investigative reporter – after Razuki had been arrested 

and was being held by the FBI – that he does not believe Biker committed suicide and 

that he believes that Razuki had something to do with his death.14 

177. The Associate describes meetings between Razuki and Mrs. Austin in which

they explicitly discussed their goal of creating a “monopoly” in the City’s cannabis market 

through proxies and the use of lawsuits. 
178. Furthermore, the Associate stated that the Enterprise uses Mexican gangs

that commit violent acts on the Enterprise’s behalf to further their goals when disputes 
arise in the operations of their marijuana ventures.   

179. The Associate was an intermediary between Razuki and the Mexican gangs
with whom he has a relationship with because his cousin is a member in one of the 
Mexican gangs.  

180. On June 11, 2019, Flores emailed Assistant United States Attorney Shital
Thakkar prosecuting Razuki III (defined below) to inform him that Flores had possession 
of an audio recording of the Associate summarizing the above (the “Associate’s 
Recording”) and that he intended to file a civil complaint against Razuki.   

181. Flores described that he was concerned that the release of the Associate’s
Recording would pose a danger to the Associate’s life and/or affect potentially ongoing 
criminal investigations directly or related to Razuki.  AUSA Thakkar never responded.  

182. Flores shall submit the Associate’s Recording to the judge overseeing this
matter and allow the court to determine when and how to release the recording that will 

14 Plaintiffs do not allege that Razuki was actually involved in Biker’s death. However, 
this information is material and relevant because the Associate, who worked with Razuki, 
believes that Razuki could have been responsible. 
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ANDREW FLORES (State Bar Number 272958)
Law Office of Andrew Flores
945 4 Avenue, Suite 412
San Diego, CA 92101
Telephone: 619.256.1556
Facsimile: 619.274.8253
AndrewRFIoresLeaaLPro

Plaintiff in Propria Persona
and Attorney for Plaintiffs
Amy Sherlock, Minors T.S.
and S.S.

10

SUPRIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, HALL OF JUSTICE
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Defendants

ANDREW FLORES, an individual, AMY
SHERLOCK, on her own behalf and on behalf of )
her minor children, T.S. and S.S. )

)
Plaintiffs, )

)
vs. )

)
GlNA M. AUSTIN, an individual; AUSTIN)
LEGAL GROUP, a professional corporation,)

LARRY GERACI, an individual, REBECCA)
BERRY, an individual; JESSICA MCELFRESH, an)
individual; SALAM RAZUKI, an individual; )
NINUS MALAN, an individual; FINCH,)
TH0RTON, AND BARID, a limited liability

.. )

partnership; ABHAY SCHWEITZER, an individual)
and dba TECHNE; JAMES (AKA JIM) BARTELL,)
an individual; NATALIE TRANG-MY NGUYEN,)
an individual, AARON MAGAGNA, an individual; )

BRADFORD HARCOURT, an individual; SHAWN)
MILLER, an individual; LOGAN)
STELLMACHER, an individual; EULENTHIAS)
DUANE ALEXANDER, an individual; STEPHEN)
LAKE, and individual, and DOES I through 50,)
inclusive, )

)
)
)

Case No.:37-2021-00050889-CU-AT-CTL

DECLARATION OF PLAINTIFF AMY
SHERLOCK IN SUPPORT OF EX
PARTE APPLICATION FOR
TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER
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I, AMY SHERLOCK, declare:

1. I am over the age of eighteen years, and a plaintiff in the above-entitled action.

2. The facts set forth herein are true and correct as of my own personal knowledge or belief.

3. I am the widow of Michael "Biker" Sherlock. Biker was a father, professional athlete,

and an entrepreneur with interests in the cannabis sector.

4. I believe that in late 2013, Biker partnered with Stephen Lake and Bradford Harcourt for

cannabis and real estate investments. Although I know they partnered, I was never told the details by

Biker regarding the specific terms of their partnership.

5. Stephen Lake is my sister's husband.

6. Renny Bowden is a longtime friend and business associate of Lake.

7. Biker passed on December 3, 2015, purportedly he committed suicide.

8. At the time of his death, Biker and I were married with two children.

13

14

9. In 2015, Biker was granted two conditional use permits ("CUP") for cannabis operations,

the Ramona'UP and the Balboa CUP .

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

10. Shortly after Biker's death, Lake told me that Biker had never actually acquired an

interest in the Balboa CUP and that that Biker "blew it" because the Balboa Property did not qualify for

a CUP. Lake told me that the homeowners association at the Balboa Property was taking legal action

to prevent the operation of a dispensary and it had drained the finances of Biker, Lake and Harcourt so

everyone had decided to "walk away" cutting their losses (the "HOA Litigation").

11. At various points in time afier Biker's death, Lake told me that the facility operating

under the Ramona CUP was not making any profits and that there were no disnibutions for the owners.

12. In January 2020, I was introduced to attorney Andrew Flores who told me he was

working on case which may have ties to the Balboa CUP. He informed me that a form dissolving an

entity, Leading Edge Real Estate, LLC ("LERE"), was supposedly executed by Biker and processed by

the State three weeks after his death (the "Dissolution Form"). I reviewed the Dissolution Form, but I

26

27

28

'he "Ramona CUP" was issued at 1210 Olive Street, Ramona, CA 92065 (the "Ramona Property").
The "Balboa CUP" means the conditional use permit issued by the City of San Diego at the 8863

Balboa Avenue, Unit E, San Diego, California 92123 (the "Balboa Property").

DECLARATION OF AMY SHERLOCK
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did not recognize Biker's signature.

13. I discussed the issue with my sister, Lake's wife, and told her that I intended to sue

Harcourt and she told me that I should speak with Lake about it. Lake then contacted me and asked to

meet.

10

12

13

14

15

14. In early February 2020, I met with Lake at a coffee shop, and I told him that I intended

to sue Harcourt. At this time, I only knew that the CUP had been transferred into Harcourt's name. Lake

initially told me nothing other than "we did it," in which he was referring to the transfer of the Balboa

CUP permit. He implied that my family would shun me for taking legal action against a family member

and that I did not have the financial resources to be successful. The conversation was that of, oh well

sorry, nothing you can do about it.

15. In mid-February 2020, Flores provided me a forensic handwriting expert report

concluding that Biker's signature was probably forged on the Dissolution Form of LERE. Flores also

informed me that the Ramona CUP had been transferred at some point to Harcourt and Bowden after

review of Sherriff certificates and other publicly available documents. I thought I was still the owner of

the Ramona CUP until this time.
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16. On or around February 21, 2020, Flores, on my behalf, contacted Harcourt's attorney to

inquire how it was that Harcourt obtained ownership interests in the Balboa and Ramona CUPs.

17. It was shortly thereafter, in early March of 2020, when Lake appeared at my house

unannounced.

18. Between the early February of 2020 meeting with Lake and him appearing at my home,

I had learned a lot more about the situation including dissolution of LERE, that the signature did not

appear to me to be Biker's, and the handwriting expert had concluded that it was more than likely forged.

19. When I contronted Lake about it, he then said that he had seen Biker execute the

Dissolution Form the day before he passed away and that he was in an extremely emotional state,

severely depressed because he had to "sign away" the Balboa CUP, because of the allegedly expensive

HOA Litigation, and that is why his signature on the Dissolution Form does not look like his normal

signature. Lake said that this was the reason why Biker had committed suicide. Lake said that Biker had

cost him a ton of money and he had papers for me to see if I wanted to. I declined. Lake repeatedly

DECLARATION OF AMY SHERLOCK
3.7-203



10

12

13

14

15

16

17

19

20

attempted to convince me to not sue Harcourt.

20. I was shocked and outraged but kept calm and asked ifl would be getting any proceeds

related to the Balboa and Ramona CUPs as a result of Biker's investment of time and capital to acquire

them. Lake responded that Biker's contributions were "worthless," that I and my children were not

entitled to anything, and that I should be content with the proceeds from Biker's life insurance policy.

21. I was angry and responded that, among other things, it was impossible for Biker to have

signed away millions of dollars of assets depriving me and his children of their value. As we argued I

kept insisting that I would take legal action and Lake became clearly emotionally intense and he admitted

that he and Harcourt were responsible for the transfer of the Balboa CUP. Lake said he was the property

owner of the Balboa location and that he had conveyed the CUP to Harcourt. Lake said he did it "save"

me fiom the "headaches" of having to deal with the permit. I told him I never gave permission for

anyone to act on my behalf and that it was my right, duty and honor to tie up Biker's life and how angry

I was that they'd denied me that. Lake then alleged that the Balboa CUP was "stolen" from Harcourt.

22. The conversation became an intense argument and Lake implied that I could not

financially afford to take any legal action and that there was nothing I could do about what had taken

place. Lake concluded the conversation by implying that if I took any legal action it would result in me,

and my children being shunned by our family.

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

foregoing is true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on December 17, 2021 at Prosper,

Texas.

21

22 AMY SHERLOCK
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DECLARATION OF AMY SHERLOCK
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Dear Sargent Tien, 

I’m writing to you today to tell you about my husband’s murder. It’s a complicated story so I thought I’d 
write it down for your reference.  

My husband was Michael “Biker” Sherlock. He was a professional skateboarder and stunt man through 
the late 90”s and early 2000’s and owned a skateboard company until 2013 when it went under. In 2013 
when the legal ordinances for marijuana dispensaries were released, Biker was first in line. He spent the 
next two years working passionately and was awarded two conditional use permits. One was in the city 
of San Diego on Balboa Ave and the other was in Ramona. Biker passed away December 3, 2015 by what 
at the time, we thought was suicide. I knew Biker was having challenges with his new businesses and he 
seemed very worried and out of sorts for the last few weeks before he died. He did tell me about the 
almost constant battles with his partners about the percent ownership each of them got and why. There 
were no other major issues in his life. We were financially ok, family was healthy etc.  

The owners of the Balboa dispensary were Biker and Brad Harcourt. Steve Lake, my brother-in-law (my 
sister’s husband) owned the building but was not part of the business. His ownership was kept secret 
from me for four years. I’ll explain more as I tell the story. 

The owners of the Ramona dispensary were Biker, Brad Harcourt, Renny xxx and Duane xxx, who 
became part owner after Biker passed away. Steve Lake, my brother-in-law was also owner on this 
property, which I knew about. 

On December 2, Biker was acting strangely. Looking back, I can’t really describe it but he left to go for a 
drive to clear his head and he never came home. I woke up the next morning (he slept in the other room 
due to his snoring) and saw he hadn’t come home. I called my sister and brother-in-law, Steve Lake in a 
panic. Steve said he’d go check Biker’s favorite surf spots. Looking back, its strange he knew where to 
look. I think the more logical place to look was the hospitals, thinking he’d been in an accident. I was 
panicked but had to remain composed for my kids. Steve came to my house about an hour later and said 
Biker was dead and he’d killed himself. 

Steve told the police that day that he’d been with Biker for several hours the day he died and that Biker 
had worries but all were “small things.” He gave an example that Biker was worried that our kids needed 
new shoes. Nothing about a bad business deal, Biker losing his business or anything of the sort. I say in 
the police report that he’d been worried about business but completely shocked that he’d kill himself. 
Biker loved life more than anyone. The day after he died I spoke with Steve. He said Biker blew it, that 
the Balboa dispensary wasn’t happening and that everyone was walking away licking their wounds and 
with financial losses. The Ramona dispensary had issues but he intended on getting it going (so he could 
charge huge amounts for rent, make money but not technically be in the marijuana business) but that 
I’d be a apart of it, they’d honor Biker’s ownership and I’d have income when it got up and going. I was 
thankful for the help and thought I had someone looking out for my best interest.  

Within the next day or two, Steve Lake brings a friend to my house, who says he’s a doctor and that he’s 
an expert on CTE (the brain injuries associated with multiple head trauma.) His name was Dr. Mark 
Cooper. He spoke with me and most of Biker’s immediate family. He convinced us that Biker had CTE 
due to his action sports lifestyle. Looking back, Biker could’ve been acting that way because he was 
afraid for his life too. I wasn’t aware of anything, at this time, in his business life that would make him 
suicidal or think anyone was going to hurt him. Years later in figured out Dr Cooper has no expertise is 
CTE. He’s a child behavior psychologist. I felt dupped and mislead. 
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Between 2016-2019 I asked to work at the Ramona Dispensary multiple times. I’m a USC graduate and I 
have 10 years of pharmaceutical sales experience. I’m obviously qualified and wanted to learn the 
business that I thought I was part owner of. I never was allowed to or even got returned phone calls 
from Duane. I met Duane once. It was right after they got the dispensary opened. I still thought I was an 
owner. Duane is the scariest, most intimidating person I’ve ever met. The awkward, heavy tension in the 
room was palpable. He seemed angry and annoyed with me. This was all baffling to me. When I 
mentioned it to my sister and Steve, they chalked it up to sexual tension. Yes, insulting. Now, in 2021, I 
know what it was- he was the one to put the hit on Biker. He is a big player in the Marijuana industry. He 
was big way before it was legal, meaning he has criminal ties. Also, Duane has threatened other people 
in the industry. One being Darryl Cotton, who is another marijuana industry player. 

I received a message from Darryl Cotton in January 2020. He informed me that the permit for the Balboa 
dispensary was in Biker’s name then six months later it appears in Brad Harcourt’s name. He couldn’t 
find any documents on how that happened and was making me aware of it. His message explained that 
Biker was set up and that they killed him, staged his suicide and took his business for themselves. I 
called Steve, freaking out. He told me that this guy was crazy and stop talking to him. We didn’t discuss 
the permit, I was too concerned about the murder part. 

In January of 2020, I spoke with Darryl Cotton and an attorney Darryl had recommended, Mr. Andrew 
Flores.  I met with Darryl and Andrew at his law offices and agreed to his representing me.  Once 
retained, Andrew, I and Darryl immediately began researching with the SD Development Department 
any information that would lead to how Harcourt got the permit transferred. During that visit we were 
met by  DSD Supervisor Ms. Michelle Sokolowski who once she knew who were and the information 
being sought refused to speak with us and referred us to the DA, whose name and phone number she’d 
already written down and handed to us in advance of meeting us in the DSD lobby.  Andrew then went 
to SD Records and found no documents anywhere in the archives that pointed to the lawful transfer of 
the CUP.  While Andrew was investigating records, Darryl and I went to the Mayor Faulconer’s office 
where I sought a meeting with the mayor. We gave the receptionist our identities, a copy of my 
marriage certificate with Biker and the reason we were there on the CUP transfer.  She went in the back 
and returned minutes later stating the mayor was unavailable.  I left a written detailed message asking 
for his assistance to find out how my husband’s CUP license was transferred without my knowledge. I 
got a return email saying they’d received my message and that they’d respond within 48 hours. I never 
heard back. 

I had dinner with my sister and I told her what had happened. She told me I needed to speak with Steve 
about it. I thought he had nothing to do with the Balboa location so I thought my sister was probably 
mistaken. Steve met me for coffee. As we waited in line Steve told me in an angry yet hushed yelling 
tone, that “we did it.” I didn’t understand what he meant and he didn’t explain how, but he told me that 
Harcourt had sold half it to another group. That I didn’t deserve to have any of the proceeds or any of 
the decisions that were to be made regarding my late husband’s business affairs. He really made it seem 
like he was the smart business man and I was just the dummy. He said its already done and basically 
inferring that if I did anything about it legally then I’d be coming after him, which is obviously my family. 
So it ended up being like an oh well, you’d have to take us down to get anything and that would make 
me the bad guy for going after my own family. I left the meeting crying and I could tell he felt relieved 
that he’d stopped me from causing them any trouble. I let him think that to buy myself time to learn 
more. We kept looking. 
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In the lawsuit between Harcourt and the new owners who ripped him off, I learned that the owner of 
the building for the Balboa dispensary was called High Sierra LLC. Knowing Steve so well, I knew by the 
name that it was him. 

March 2020. Andrew finds the papers dissolving two businesses that Biker was owner, and that the 
permits were tied to. At first glance it was strikingly obvious to me that the signatures were forged. Plus, 
both were filed weeks after he died. The signatures have been evaluated by a handwriting expert as 
most likely not his. Without the originals he cannot be 100% and Harcourt won’t give us them. He also 
tells me the Ramona permit is now in Harcourt and Renny’s name and the business is in Duane’s name.  

Steve shows up at my house. He knows I’m so angry. I ask him about owning the Balboa building. He 
tells me he did own it. Biker got him to buy it, told him the permit was good to go. Steve bought it. Turns 
out the HOA was fighting Biker regarding the location. Biker had lied and cost Steve a lot of money 
buying the building and now the permit might not be approved. He was angry about that and rightly so. 
Another reason to have him killed. Steve said when he sold the building he made sure to convey the 
permit to Harcourt. So, Steve was involved in the transfer and the sale of the permit and this was the 
first time I’d put it all together because they’d lied about everything. I ask him about the forged 
signatures. He said he saw Biker sign it the day he died and that it probably doesn’t look like his 
signature because he was so upset and that’s why he killed himself. Steve says its all “small things” that 
Biker was worried about to me and the police for four years. Then I find out all this and now he says he 
knew why he killed himself! First, if I’d known there was any bad deal that made Biker suicidal I 
would’ve definitely looked into the deal and everyone involved and would’ve insisted on a murder 
investigation. His lie allowed someone to get away with murder. I ask about the Ramona permit. He tells 
me he took me off so I wouldn’t have any tax issue. I ask what percentage will I get now that I’m already 
off and have nothing to negotiate with now. My words linger so I know his response is that I get nothing. 
Biker was a good negotiator and he never would’ve taken such a one sided deal that he’d kill himself. It 
doesn’t make sense. I ask Steve why he thinks my sons and I didn’t deserve anything financially or even 
to make decisions ending Biker’s business. He said Biker’s contributions were worthless. I reply- even 
though he was the one to put the entire thing together, worked on it for two years. I asked why they did 
it this way. He said he didn’t know and that they were all so confused and hurt when Biker died and that 
he put no thought into it. Steve Lake is a very successful, self-made millionaire. He has even been on the 
cover of Entrepreneur Magazine for his accomplishments, so playing dumb, naïve and emotional is total 
theatre.  

Meanwhile, Andrew is in contact with Harcourt’s attorney Mr. Claybon, asking how he got the permit 
transferred. Claybon plays dumb. He eventually replies that the statute of limitations has expired and 
that I didn’t do my due diligence to prevent him from doing what he did. This is still his legal position 
and he’s never answered how he transferred the permit. The statue for fraud starts when the person 
defrauded finds out. At this point was a couple months. Secondly, I would’ve had to stand in the waiting 
room at the permit office every second to ensure he doesn’t walk by and steel my permit? Tap his 
emails incase he files electronically? Basically, he’s not even denying it. 

RE:  The Medical Examiner’s report and Autopsy. 

Here are a few things that bother me about the official ME report. 

1. If Steve is now telling the truth four years later, why did he not tell the police that he Biker
signing away a multimillion dollar deal, that he was in negotiations to sell to someone else, the
day he died?

2. I say he was worried about business.
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3. The gun was at his left hip. He’s right handed.
4. One cartridge in the magazine. Did he have 2 to commit suicide? I’d think he’d either have only

one or a completely loaded magazine.
5. Ejected magazine. Did someone take the rest of the cartiridges? And left it open?
6. Under “Other Injuries” he had abrasions and contusions on his forehead, chin, legs, posterior

hands. They WERE NOT THERE when he left home. He was in a fight.
7. Stretch marks around his mouth. Why would he cause himself bodily harm to force the gun into

his mouth? He knew how a gun worked. Someone shoved it in because he wasn’t cooperating.
8. GSR is obvious and visible in his mouth but not his hands. Why were they bagged and not

tested?

It says there’d photos. Please look at them. I think from what I think looks obvious for foul play and I 
know if you look into this you’ll find more. 

In April 2020 I file a Federal lawsuit.  

We’ve gotten nowhere in 16 months. 

A few weeks ago I heard from Biker’s friends that there’s rumors going around that Biker was murdered 
and there was someone in jail that had confessed. I made as many phone calls as I could but nobody is 
giving or has any solid information that they’re sharing. The FBI has been investigating the marijuana 
industry. They are aware of the rumors and have been told by informants that Biker was murdered. 
They have not returned Andrew’s calls and he’s been calling for months.  

In summary, I believe that Steve Lake, Brad Harcourt (I don’t know Renny and have no idea what role he 
plays but he benefited too) and Duane conspired to murder Biker. They had him murdered by a 
professional hitman and its Duane who’d have those kind of contacts. They forged his signature and 
dissolved his business for their financial gain. Steve used his relationship and influence in my family to 
cover it up and then made me out to be the bad guy for not being ok with him lying to me about my 
husband’s business and the circumstances of his death.  

We thought that through our litigation we could find the evidence to prove they murdered him. Through 
discovery we could subpoena records and documents. The courts haven’t even heard my case. I 
would’ve rather have his murder discovered that way rather than me going to the police then at least it 
wouldn’t look like me doing it. It’s one thing to accuse someone of fraud than murder or murder for 
hire. I don’t think I have any choice if I want justice for Biker, myself and my children. I’m scared for my 
safety and for my sons as well. We moved out of state when I felt like I was being followed and watched 
in the summer of 2020. 

Please, please look into this for us. If I can be of any help or if you need more clarification, please let me 
know. 

Thank you for your time, 

Amy Sherlock 

619-871-5403
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Alliance Forensic Sciences, LLC
www.allianceforensicservices.com

Curriculum Vitae
MANNY GONZALES, B.S., F.C.L.S., C.P.I. 

Forensic Document Analyst  
Certified Fingerprint Roller1 

SUMMARY OF EXPERIENCE 

Mr. Gonzales, a retired Combat-Wounded U. S. Marine Corps Reserve Officer and 
former California Department of Consumer Affairs Certified Forensic Sciences Instructor, 
has more than 35 years of professional experience involving most aspects of forensic document 
examination. He is a former San Diego Police Dept. forensic document examiner and, for 
the past 27 plus years, a private forensic document examiner, consultant and testifying expert. 
Mr. Gonzales received his apprenticeship in questioned documents, beginning in 1979, at the 
Riverside County Sheriff’s Department while employed as a Fraud Investigator (California 
Peace Officer) by the County of Riverside. While employed as a Special Investigator by the 
State Bar of California, Mr. Gonzales was also a non-compensated Deputy County Clerk in 
several California Counties. Mr. Gonzales also completed formal questioned documents 
training provided by the U. S. Secret Service and FBI at the FBI Academy, Quantico, VA. 

In criminal matters, Mr. Gonzales has been retained on such crimes ranging from theft, 
prescription forgery to murder. In civil litigation, he has been retained on behalf of plaintiffs and 
defendants in matters ranging from suspected forged promissory notes of a few thousand dollars 
to suspected forged documents with values in the millions of dollars. His cases, both 
criminal and civil, have included high profile or highly publicized figures or incidents. Mr. 
Gonzales has lectured extensively on the subject of questioned documents on a local and 
international level. He is regarded as an excellent expert witness by those who have retained 
him to provide expert witness testimony and is respected by his peers. 
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SUMMARY OF EXPERIENCE (continued) 

In addition to the San Diego Police Department, Mr. Gonzales was also found qualified for  
the positions of Forensic Document Examiner by the California Department of Justice (DOJ) 
and Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department. DOJ selection process also included a 
performance evaluation.  

FORMAL EDUCATION 

Bachelor of Science degree in Criminal Justice (Cum Laude) 

AREAS OF EXPERTISE & SERVICES OFFERED: 

 Criminal Defense & Prosecution 
 Family Law 
 Insurance Fraud 
 Development & Decipherment of Indented Writings 
 Photocopier Classification & Identification 
 Typewriting Classification & Identification 
 Signature & Handwriting Identification 
 Document Dating & Anachronism 
 Detection of Altered Documents 
 Computer-Generated Documents 
 Decipherment of Obliterations/Over writings 
 Photocopy Manipulations 
 Ink & Paper Analyses 
 Counterfeit Detection 
 Expert Witness Testimony 
 Consulting 
 Latent Fingerprint Development/Processing & Analysis 

VENUES WHERE EXPERT WITNESS TESTIMONY HAS BEEN PROVIDED 

 Municipal Courts: San Diego, San Bernardino, Riverside & Beverly Hills, CA; 
 Superior Courts: San Diego, San Bernardino, Los Angeles, Kern, Riverside, Imperial, 

Orange Counties & Mohave County, Arizona; 
 Military Courts-Martial: 11th Naval District, San Diego; 
 Federal Courts: San Diego and Orange Counties; 
 Arbitrations: San Diego and Marin Counties; 
 Student Honor Hearing: UCSD, San Diego; 
 Depositions: San Diego, Los Angeles and Orange Counties; 
 Administrative Law Hearings: San Diego; 
 Clark County District Court, Las Vegas, NV; 
  Jewish Rabbinical Court: Los Angeles; 
 Special Master Hearing: San Diego; 
 State Bar Court: Los Angeles; 
 DMV Hearings: San Diego; 
  NASD Hearing: San Diego; 
 US Naval Board of Inquiry Hearing: San Diego. 
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*TESTIFIED ON BEHALF OF (continued):

 State Bar Court, Division of Trial Counsel, State Bar of California 
 San Diego County Alternate Public Defender’s Office 
 County of San Bernardino Public Defender’s Office 
 County of San Diego Office of the District Attorney 
 San Diego County Public Defender’s Office 
 California Attorney General’s Office 
 Federal Defenders of San Diego, Inc. 
 Beverly Hills Police Department 
  San Diego Police Department 
 U. S. Attorney’s Office, U. S. Department of Justice
 Clark County, Nevada, District Attorney’s Office 

Kern County District Attorney’s Office 
 Private Civil Attorneys for Defendants and Plaintiffs 
 Private Criminal Defense Attorneys 

*Initially qualified as an expert in questioned documents in 1980. Since then, I have testified on almost
190 occasions. In criminal matters, testimony has been provided on behalf of both the prosecution and
defense.

TEACHING & OTHER CONSULTING EXPERIENCE 

 1989-1994/2004: U. S. Department of Justice (ICITAP), Washington, D. C. 
Former chief consultant and instructor of questioned documents courses. Presented formal 
questioned document and expert witness testimony classes to law enforcement and 
intelligence agents throughout Central and South America and Caribbean. 

  1988-1995: Grossmont College, El Cajon, California, Forensic Technology Program. 
Adjunct faculty and chief instructor. Taught, “Examination of Questioned Documents 
semester course. 

EXAMINED DOCUMENTS & RENDERED CONCLUSIONS ON BEHALF OF: 

 Bossier Parish District Attorney’s Office, Benton, Louisiana 
 San Diego County Office of the Alternate Public Defender 
 San Bernardino County Office of the Public Defender 
 Riverside County Office of the Public Defender 
 U. S. Immigration and Naturalization Service
 San Diego County Public Defenders’ Office 
 Clark County, Nevada, District Attorney’s Office 
 City of San Diego City Attorney’s Office 
 U. S. Postal Service Human Resources
 County Counsel, County of San Diego 
 Naval Criminal Investigative Services 
 California Attorney General’s Office 
 Federal Defenders of San Diego, Inc. 
 Drug Enforcement Administration 
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EXAMINED DOCUMENTS & RENDERED CONCLUSIONS ON BEHALF OF 
(continued): 

 Beverly Hills Police Department 
 Federal Bureau of Investigation 
 U. S. Postal Inspection Service 
 San Diego Police Department 
 Internal Revenue Service 
 Federal Grand Jury 
 Numerous private law firms, insurance carriers, corporations and private concerns 

HIGHLIGHTS OF SPECIALIZED FORMAL QUESTIONED DOCUMENTS & 
FINGERPRINT DEVELOPMENT TRAINING 

 1971: Golden West College, Huntington Beach, CA, Examination of Questioned 
Documents course; 

 1980: Golden West College, Huntington Beach, CA, Examination of Questioned 
Documents course; 

 1980: Institute of Applied Science. Included the Identification of Handwriting and 
Typewriting, Syracuse, NY, Scientific Crime Detection  (emphasis on fingerprint
sciences);

 1980: U. S. Secret Service, Department of the Treasury, Washington, D.C., 
Questioned Documents Course;

 1986: Federal Bureau of Investigation, Department of Justice, FBI Academy, 
Quantico, Virginia, Fundamentals of Document Examination for Laboratory
Personnel (Graduated with “A” Grade through the University of Virginia.); 

 International Association for Identification (Questioned Document Section)
 Evidence Photographers’ International Council School of Evidence Photography & 

Imaging (EPIC); 
Latent Fingerprint Development & Evidence Processing (emphasis on latent fingerprint
processing & crime scene processing) (Sirchie & Glendale, AZ, Police Dept); 
Forensic Sciences (National University); 

 Crime Scene Processing (Palomar College, San Marcos, CA); 
 Latent Fingerprint Processing (Lewis Consulting & Law Enforcement Training). 

HIGHLIGHTS OF CONTINUING PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION 

 Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Forensic Digital Imaging 
 Southwestern Association of Forensic Document Examiners, Inc. (SWAFDE) 
 American Board of Forensic Document Examiners (ABFDE) 
 American Society of Questioned Document Examiners (ASQDE) 
 American Academy of Forensic Sciences (Questioned Document Section) (AAFS) 
 Rochester Institute of Technology 
 California Department of Justice 
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PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYMENT (continued) 

 Alliance Forensic Sciences, LLC, Escondido, CA
 Alliance Forensic Services (Principal), Document Examiner, Escondido, CA 
 Associated Documents Examiner (Principal), Document Examiner, San Diego, CA 
 San Diego Police Department, Police Document Examiner, Forensic Sciences Unit, San 

Diego, CA 
  Auditor-Controller’s Office, Document Examiner, County of Los Angeles, CA 
 State Bar of California, Staff Special Investigator & Document Examiner, Los 

Angeles, CA 
  County of Riverside, CA, Fraud Investigator (California Peace Officer) and

 Document Examiner). 

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 

 International Association for Identification (Questioned Document Section & Questioned 
Document Section Committee Member) 

 American Academy of Forensic Sciences (Questioned Document Section) 
 Southwestern Association of Forensic Document Examiners, Inc. (Charter Member 

and former Board of Directors) 
 San Diego County Investigators Association (Past President) 
 Association of Certified Fraud Examiners 
 CID Agents Association (USMC associate member) 
  National Criminal Justice Honor Society (For Academic Achievement) 

LICENSES & CERTIFICATIONS 

 
 

 

 

1970: Private Investigator’s License: Issued by the Department of Consumer Affairs 
1993: Certified Fraud Examiner (CFE)  designation: Awarded by the 
Association of Certified Fraud Examiners 
1998: Certified Professional Investigator (CPI) designation: Awarded by the 
California Association of Licensed Investigators, Inc. 
2000: Professional Certificate in Criminal Justice from National University, San 
Diego, CA. Included the formal presentation of a research paper related to the 
forensic examination of photocopies to peers and faculty of National University 

 2004: Certified Instructor: Former California Department of Consumer Affairs: 
was Certified to teach “Forensic Sciences and Technology” and “Security Services 
Administration & Management” (Certificate No. COAFS-04-372516) 

 2004: Fraud Claim Law Specialist (FCLS): A comprehensive course of study in 
insurance fraud law and defense investigation resulting in the FCLS professional 
designation conferred by American Educational Institute, Inc. 

 Certified Fingerprint Roller by California Department of Justice. 
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HIGHLIGHTS OF SCIENTIFIC EQUIPMENT EMPLOYED 

 Video Spectral Comparator 4 Plus (Non-destructive ink and paper analyses & decipherment 
of obliterations via infrared, transmitted light and ultraviolet sources); 

 Spectral Luminescence & Reflectance Magnifier (Portable capabilities of VSC-4); 
 Magnetic-Optical Magnifier (Detects Magnetic Properties in Inks and Toners); 
 Transmitted light tables (With infrared & UV) (Portable and Laboratory Versions); 
 Electrostatic Detection Device (EDD) (Development of Invisible Indentations on 

Documents); 
 Spectro Plate Reader (Measures Lines Per Inch & Angles of Halftone Images2); 
 Digital Micrometer (Measures Paper Thickness); 
 Digital (6MP & 12MP) cameras with copy stands; 
 Stereoscopic & digital zoom microscopes; 
 X-Rite Eye-One Spectrophotometer (Measures Color Values of Paper);
 Bodelin ProScope Digital Microscope (with accessories);
 Fingerprint development powders & chemicals for latent print processing;
 Forensic Alternate Light Sources (visualization of latent prints);
 Digital Cameras with macros lenses;

PROFICENCY TESTING 

Mr. Gonzales has participated  in voluntary proficiency testing for questioned document 
examiners administered by a third part  one of which also administers forensic testing in 
other disciplines to major law enforcement agencies. 

ACADEMIC & MILITARY HONORS 

 Graduated Cum Laude with a Bachelor of Science Degree in Criminal Justice from 
National University, San Diego, CA; 

 Award of Recognition: Recognized by PI Magazine as one of the Nation’s Leading 
Private Investigators because of contributions made to the private investigation field as a 
forensic document examiner; 

 Certificate of Achievement for Outstanding Performance as a Teacher: Awarded by 
Grossmont Community College, El Cajon, CA 

 Purple Heart Medal: Awarded for “wounds received in action” against communist 
guerrilla forces while serving in the former Republic of South Vietnam with U.S. 
Marines3; 

 U. S. Army Achievement Medal: Earned for meritorious service while serving as a 
 Marine Liaison Officer for the U. S. Army Oregon National Guard 

MILITARY EXPERIENCE 

  Criminal Investigator (trainee), Sergeant, USMC (during the Vietnam War) 
  Criminal Investigations Officer/Military Police Officer, Chief Warrant Officer 4 (Ret), 

USMCR. As an Officer of Marines, Mr. Gonzales provided training for members of the 
Criminal Investigation Division (CID) and military policemen in questioned documents 
and investigations and examined documents for the CID. 

J  2 , 20  
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ALLIANCE FORENSIC SCIENCES, LLC 
243 South Escondido Blvd., # 304, Escondido, CA 92025-4115 

Phone: (800) 738-7096 Fax: (760) 888-0349 
Email: docexam1@aol.com 

Web Site: www.allianceforensicservices.com 
  Forensic Examiner of Questioned Documents 
       Certified Forensic Voice Stress Analyst 

    Member: 
  Southwestern Association of Forensic Document Examiners, Inc. 
  American Academy of Forensic Sciences, Inc.         Manny Gonzales, B.S. 
  International Association for Identification, Inc.  
  International Association of Voice Stress Analysts, Inc.         DeeDee Spangler, B.S., M.S.  
  National Criminal Justice Honor Society      

February 21, 2020

Andrew Flores, Esq. Sent Via Email 
945 4th Avenue       Andrew@floreslegal.pro 
Suite 412 
San Diego, CA 92101 

          .    
Re:  Michael D “Biker Sherlock Forensic Signature Analysis 

QUESTIONED DOCUMENT REPORT 

QUESTIONED DOCUMENT SUBMITTED FOR ANALYSIS 

Q1: One (1) C Company (LLC) Certificate of Cancellation of a Limited Liability, LLC File No. 
201511910148, file date December 21, 2015. STANDARDS FOR COMPARISON 

MICHAEL D. “BIKER” SHERLOCK STANDARDS FOR COMPARISON 

K1-1: Attachment 10 dated April 23, 2014; 

K1-2:  One (1) Articles of Incorporation, file date April 22, 2014; 

K1-3:  One (1) IRS Form 8879-S (2013) dated September 15 (sic); 

K1-4:  One (1) tax-related form dated September 15, 2014; 

K1-5:  One (1) original Agreement bearing three (3) repetitions of the signature Michael D. 
Sherlock (date not visible); 
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Andrew Flores, Esq. 
 February 21, 2020 
 Page 2 of 4  

MICHAEL D. “BIKER” SHERLOCK STANDARDS FOR COMPARISON (continued) 

K1-6:  One (1) original Agreement with three (3) repetitions of the Michael D. Sherlock (no 
date visible); 

K1-7: One (1) original Agreement, page 2, with three (3) signatures; 

K1-8:  One (1) copy of a 1-page Agreement, page 2 (date not visible); 

K1-9:  One (1) State of California, Secretary of State dated July 8, 2014; 

K1-10:  One (1) partial reproduction of authorization and license dated October 2, 2000; 

K1-11:  One (1) Certificate of Live Birth, San Diego County (date not visible); 

K1-12:  One (1) color photo titled “Authentic Autograph (date not visible); 

K1-13:  One (1) color photo titled “Fleer, Biker Sherlock (date not visible); 

K1-14:  One (1) original, page 2, with Fax TTI at the top which reads “Precision (date not 
visible); 

K1-15:  One (1) original, page 2, Agreement (3 signatures) (date not visible); 

K1-16:  One (1) original Agreement, page 2 (date not visible); 

K1-17: One (1) original, page 2, Agreement, with three (3) signatures; 

K1-18:  One (1) original, page 2, Agreement (date not visible) (3 signatures); 

K1-19:  One (1) original Agreement, page 2 (date not visible); 

K1-20: One (1) original Agreement, page 2, three (3) signatures (date not visible); 

K1-21:  One (1) original, page 2, Agreement (3 signatures) (date not visible. 

PURPOSE OF ANALYSES 

You requested that I conduct a forensic comparison of the Q1 “signature” with Sherlock’s 
Standards (K). 

RESULTS OF ANALYSES & DISCUSSION 

It is my considered expert opinion that the writer of the Sherlock Standards (K1) probably did 
not (more likely than not) write the questioned (Q1) “signature.” This conclusion is based upon 
a number of fundamental differences which cannot be reconciled with the current Standards 
(K1). 
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Andrew Flores, Esq. 
 February 21, 2020 
 Page 3 of 4  

METHODOLOGY 

I followed the suggested methodology used by many qualified forensic document examiners 
(FDEs). Such involves a side-by-side comparison (or similar arrangement) of the questioned 
(Q) and standard (K) signatures that are cropped, copied and pasted on an electronic worksheet
(such as PowerPoint). Then, I manually search and evaluate the similarities and differences
between the two (2) categories of signatures. Generally, the first feature that I search and
evaluate is what is called “line quality.” Line quality is the combination of penmanship skills or
manual dexterity, speed, pen pressure patterns, movement of the writing instrument, and is one
of the most important features in the evaluation of signatures.  Poor “line quality,” for example,
is embodied in those signatures which demonstrate inferior penmanship skills, hesitations of
the pen, unnecessary patching (of the strokes), blunt beginning and ending strokes, rough or
tremulous strokes, etc. Line quality evaluation was very limited because of the degraded copies.

Additional features that I search and evaluate in all questioned signatures, besides those above, 
are spacing between letters and given and surnames, lateral and vertical sizes of the signatures, 
style of writing,1 spelling, size-height relationships, overall and individual slants between 
letters, slovenly appearances, punctuation and baseline adherence and overall appearances.  

Features that carry a significant amount of weight for or against identification 
(individualization) are those that deviate significantly from copybook forms or those that are 
found infrequently in the random population. 

SCIENTIFIC WORKING GROUP FOR FORENSIC DOCUMENT EXAMINATION 

This matter was examined within the parameters of the Scientific Working Group for Forensic 
Document Examination (www.swgdoc.com). The foregoing organization is composed of 
private examiners and government examiners from local, state and federal agencies throughout 
the United States and sets guidelines of questioned documents examination. 

RECOMMENDATIONS/COMMENTS 

For the possibility of a more productive result, I highly recommend locating the original 
questioned document (Q1) and submitting it for analyses.  

Alliance Forensic Sciences, LLC 

Manny Gonzales, B.S., C.P.I., F.C.L.S. 
Forensic Document Analyst 
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Andrew Flores, Esq. 
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Exhibits: (A) Questioned Document Report
(B) Manny Gonzales’ CV
(C)) Handwriting Terminology
(D) Limitations of Examining Photocopies
(E) SWGDOC Levels of Confidence
(F) Standards & Questioned Documents
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SWGDOC Standard Terminology for Expressing Conclusions of Forensic Document Examiners 

1. Scope
1.1 This terminology is intended to assist forensic document examiners in expressing conclusions or opinions based on
their examinations.
1.2 The terms in this terminology are based on the report of a committee of the Questioned Document Section of the
American Academy of Forensic Science that was adopted as the recommended guidelines in reports and testimony by
the Questioned Document Section of the American Academy of Forensic Science and the American Board of Forensic
Document Examiners.1

2. Referenced Documents
2.1 Standards
SWGDOC Standard for Scope of Work of Forensic Document Examiners

3. Significance and Use
3.1 Document examiners begin examinations from a point of neutrality. There are an infinite number of gradations of
opinion toward an identification or toward an elimination. It is in those cases wherein the opinion is less than definite
that careful attention is especially needed in the choice of language used to convey the weight of the evidence.
3.2 Common sense dictates that we must limit the terminology we use in expressing our degrees of confidence in the
evidence to terms that are readily understandable to those who use our services (including investigators, attorneys,
judges, and jury members), as well as to other document examiners. The expressions used to differentiate the
gradations of opinions should not be considered as strongly defined “categories”. These expressions should be
guidelines without sharply defined boundaries.
3.3 When a forensic document examiner chooses to use one of the terms defined below, the listener or reader can
assume that this is what the examiner intended the term to mean. To avoid the possibility of misinterpretation of a term
where the expert is not present to explain the guidelines in this standard, the appropriate definition(s) could be quoted
in or appended to reports.
3.4 The examples are given both in the first person and in third person since both methods of reporting are used by
document examiners and since both forms meet the main purpose of the standard, that is, to suggest terminology that is
readily understandable. These examples should not be regarded as the only ways to utilize probability statements in
reports and testimony. In following any guidelines, the examiner should always bear in mind that sometimes the
examination will lead into paths that cannot be anticipated and that no guidelines can cover exactly.
3.5 Although the material that follows deals with handwriting, forensic document examiners may apply this
terminology to other examinations within the scope of their work, as described in SWGDOC Standard for Scope of
Work of Forensic Document Examiners, and it may be used by forensic examiners in other areas, as appropriate.
3.6 This standard does not purport to address all of the safety concerns, if any, associated with its use. It is the
responsibility of the user of this standard to establish appropriate safety and health practices and determine the
applicability of regulatory limitations prior to use.

4. Terminology
4.1 Recommended Terms:
identification (definite conclusion of identity)—this is the highest degree of confidence expressed by document
examiners in handwriting comparisons. The examiner has no reservations whatever, and although prohibited from
using the word “fact,” the examiner is certain, based on evidence contained in the handwriting, that the writer of the
known material actually wrote the writing in question.
Examples—It has been concluded that John Doe wrote the questioned material, or it is my opinion [or conclusion] that
John Doe of the known material wrote the questioned material.
strong probability (highly probable, very probable)—the evidence is very persuasive, yet some critical feature or
quality is missing so that an identification is not in order; however, the examiner is virtually certain that the questioned
and known writings were written by the same individual.
Examples—There is strong probability that the John Doe of the known material wrote the questioned material, or it is
my opinion (or conclusion or determination) that the John Doe of the known material very probably wrote the
questioned material.
DISCUSSION—Some examiners doubt the desirability of differentiating between strong probability and probable, and
certainly they may eliminate this terminology. But those examiners who are trying to encompass the entire “gray
scale” of degrees of confidence may wish to use this or a similar term.

1 McAlexander T.V., Beck, J., and Dick, R., “The Standardization of Handwriting Opinion Terminology,” Journal of 
Forensic Science, Vol 36, No. 2, March 1991, pp. 311–319. 
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probable—the evidence contained in the handwriting points rather strongly toward the questioned and known writings 
having been written by the same individual; however, it falls short of the“ virtually certain” degree of confidence. 
Examples—It has been concluded that the John Doe of the known material probably wrote the questioned material, or 
it is my opinion (or conclusion or determination) that the John Doe of the known material probably wrote the 
questioned material.  
indications (evidence to suggest)—a body of writing has few features which are of significance for handwriting 
comparison purposes, but those features are in agreement with another body of writing.  
Examples—There is evidence which indicates (or suggests) that the John Doe of the known material may have written 
the questioned material but the evidence falls far short of that necessary to support a definite conclusion.  
DISCUSSION—This is a very weak opinion, and a report may be misinterpreted to be an identification by some 
readers if the report simply states, “The evidence indicates that the John Doe of the known material wrote the 
questioned material.” There should always be additional limiting words or phrases (such as “may have” or “but the 
evidence is far from conclusive”) when this opinion is reported, to ensure that the reader understands that the opinion 
is weak. Some examiners doubt the desirability of reporting an opinion this vague, and certainly they cannot be 
criticized if they eliminate this terminology. But those examiners who are trying to encompass the entire “gray scale” 
of degrees of confidence may wish to use this or a similar term.  
no conclusion (totally inconclusive, indeterminable)—This is the zero point of the confidence scale. It is used when 
there are significantly limiting factors, such as disguise in the questioned and/or known writing or a lack of 
comparable writing, and the examiner does not have even a leaning one way or another. Examples—No conclusion 
could be reached as to whether or not the John Doe of the known material wrote the questioned material, or I could not 
determine whether or not the John Doe of the known material wrote the questioned material.  
indications did not—this carries the same weight as the indications term that is, it is a very weak opinion.  
Examples—There is very little significant evidence present in the comparable portions of the questioned and known 
writings, but that evidence suggests that the John Doe of the known material did not write the questioned material, or I 
found indications that the John Doe of the known material did not write the questioned material but the evidence is far 
from conclusive.  
See Discussion after indications.  
probably did not—the evidence points rather strongly against the questioned and known writings having been written 
by the same individual, but, as in the probable range above, the evidence is not quite up to the “virtually certain” 
range.  
Examples—It has been concluded that the John Doe of the known material probably did not write the questioned 
material, or it is my opinion (or conclusion or determination) that the John Doe of the known material probably did not 
write the questioned material.  
DISCUSSION—Some examiners prefer to state this opinion: “It is unlikely that the John Doe of the known material 
wrote the questioned material.” There is no strong objection to this, as “unlikely” is merely the Anglo-Saxon 
equivalent of “improbable”.  
strong probability did not—this carries the same weight as strong probability on the identification side of the scale; 
that is, the examiner is virtually certain that the questioned and known writings were not written by the same 
individual.  
Examples—There is strong probability that the John Doe of the known material did not write the questioned material, 
or in my opinion (or conclusion or determination) it is highly probable that the John Doe of the known material did not 
write the questioned material.  
DISCUSSION—Certainly those examiners who choose to use “unlikely” in place of “probably did not” may wish to 
use “highly unlikely” here.  
elimination—this, like the definite conclusion of identity, is the highest degree of confidence expressed by the 
document examiner in handwriting comparisons. By using this expression the examiner denotes no doubt in his 
opinion that the questioned and known writings were not written by the same individual.  
Examples—It has been concluded that the John Doe of the known material did not write the questioned material, or it 
is my opinion (or conclusion or determination) that the John Doe of the known material did not write the questioned 
material.  
DISCUSSION—This is often a very difficult determination to make in handwriting examinations, especially when 
only requested exemplars are available, and extreme care should be used in arriving at this conclusion.  
4.1.1 When the opinion is less than definite, there is usually a necessity for additional comments, consisting of such 
things as reasons for qualification (if the available evidence allows that determination), suggestions for remedies (if 
any are known), and any other comments that will shed more light on the report. The report should stand alone with no 
extra explanations necessary.  
4.2 Deprecated and Discouraged Expressions:  
4.2.1 Several expressions occasionally used by document examiners are troublesome because they may be 
misinterpreted to imply bias, lack of clarity, or fallaciousness and their use is deprecated. Some of the terms are so 
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blatantly inane (such as “make/no make”) that they will not be discussed. The use of others is discouraged because 
they are incomplete or misused. These expressions include:  
possible/could have—these terms have no place in expert opinions on handwriting because the examiner’s task is to 
decide to what degree of certainty it can be said that a handwriting sample is by a specific person. If the evidence is so 
limited or unclear that no definite or qualified opinion can be expressed, then the proper answer is no conclusion. To 
say that the suspect “could have written the material in question” says nothing about probability and is therefore 
meaningless to the reader or to the court. The examiner should be clear on the different meanings of “possible” and 
“probable,” although they are often used interchangeably in everyday speech.  
consistent with—there are times when this expression is perfectly appropriate, such as when “evidence consistent 
with disguise is present” or “evidence consistent with a simulation or tracing is present, but “the known writing is 
consistent with the questioned writing” has no intelligible meaning.  
could not be identified/cannot identify—these terms are objectionable not only because they are ambiguous but also 
because they are biased; they imply that the examiner’s task is only to identify the suspect, not to decide whether or 
not the suspect is the writer. If one of these terms is used, it should always be followed by “or eliminate[d]”.  
similarities were noted/differences as well as similarities— these expressions are meaningless without an 
explanation as to the extent and significance of the similarities or differences between the known and questioned 
material. These terms should never be substituted for gradations of opinions.  
cannot be associated/cannot be connected—these terms are too vague and may be interpreted as reflecting bias as 
they have no counterpart suggesting that the writer cannot be eliminated either.  
no identification—this expression could be understood to mean anything from a strong probability that the suspect 
wrote the questioned writing; to a complete elimination. It is not only confusing but also grammatically incorrect when 
used informally in sentences such as. “I no identified the writer” or “I made a no ident in this case.”  
inconclusive—this is commonly used synonymously with no conclusion when the examiner is at the zero point on the 
scale of confidence. A potential problem is that some people understand this term to mean something short of definite 
(or conclusive), that is, any degree of probability, and the examiner should be aware of this ambiguity.  
positive identification—This phrase is inappropriate because it seems to suggest that some identifications are more 
positive than others.  
[strong] reason to believe—there are too many definitions of believe and belief that lack certitude. It is more 
appropriate to testify to our conclusion (or determination or expert opinion) than to our belief, so why use that term in 
a report?  
qualified identification—An identification is not qualified. However, opinions may be qualified when the evidence 
falls short of an identification or elimination.  
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