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Attorneys for Plaintiffs, JOSE MENDOZA and LA LABS, Inc.
SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
JOSE MENDOZA, an individual; Case No.:
LA LABS, Inc., a corporation;
COMPLAINT
Plaintiffs, 1. Civil Conspiracy
v. 2. Civil RICO
CITY OF MAYWOOD: 3. Attempted Cl\fll Extortion .
EDDIE DE LA RIVA, an individual; 4. Fraudulent Misrepresentation
REYNA MENDEZ, an individual; and 5. Intentional Misrepresentation
CARMEN PEREZ, an individual. 6. Breach of Covenant of Good Faith
and Fair Dealing
Defendants. Equitable Estoppel

Defamation, Slander Per Se

False, Misleading Statements

0. Intentional Interference with

Prospective Economic Relations

11. Negligent Interference with
Prospective Economic Relations

12. Intentional Interference with
Contractual Relations

13. Intentional Infliction of Emotional
Distress

14. Negligent Infliction of Emotional
Distress

15. Negligence
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Plaintiffs, Jose Mendoza and LA Labs, Inc. (“Plaintiff(s)”), by and through their attorneys of

record, bring this Complaint against the above-named Defendants, and in support alleges as follows:
PARTIES

1. Plaintiffs are an individual and a corporation and are now, and at all times mentioned in
this complaint were, residents/corporation located within Los Angeles County, California.

2. Defendant, CITY OF MAYWOOD (hereinafter “Maywood”) is an incorporated city
organized and existing under the laws of the State of California, located within Los Angeles County,
California.

3. Defendant, EDDIE DE LA RIVA (hereinafter “De La Riva”) the current mayor of the
city of Maywood existing under the laws of the State of California, located within Los Angeles County,
California.

4. Plaintiffs are unaware of the true names or capacities, whether they are individuals or
business entities, of Defendant DOES 1 through 189, and therefore sues them by such fictitious names
and will seek leave of this Court to insert true names and capacities once they have been ascertained.

5. At all times mentioned herein, Defendants, and each of them, inclusive of DOES 1
through 189, were authorized and empowered by each other to act, and did so act, as agents of each
other, and all of the things herein alleged to have been done by them were done in the capacity of such
agency. Upon information and belief, all Defendants are responsible in some manner for the events
described herein and are liable to Plaintiffs for the damages they have incurred.

6. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and on the basis of that information and belief allege
that each of the defendants sued herein are the agents, servants, employees, licensees, guarantees,
invitees, or assignees of each other, and in doing the things herein alleged acted within the course and
scope of such agency, employment guaranty, assignment, license, invitation and/or relationship and with
the full knowledge and consent of the other. At all relevant times mentioned herein, defendants aided
and abetted the acts and omissions of the other defendants in proximately causing the damages alleged
herein.
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE

7. Jurisdiction and venue are proper in this Court pursuant to Section 410.10 of the Code of
Civil Procedure and Section 395(a) of the Code of Civil Procedure because all of the claims alleged
herein arose in Los Angeles County.

8. The amount in controversy in this matter exceeds the sum of $25,000, exclusive of
interest and costs.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

0. On or around September 3, 2018 Plaintiff, Jose Mendoza (hereinafter “Mendoza”) visited
the Maywood city hall to speak with the Building and Planning Department to determine the zoning on
4000 East Slauson Avenue property (hereinafter “property’) for the proposed use of a Cannabis Testing
Laboratory for his business LA Labs, Inc.

10. The Cannabis Testing Laboratory, LA Labs, Inc., only would consist of a testing
laboratory and was not intended, nor would provide retail for customers.

11. The Maywood code officer, Arturo Ramirez, indicated the property did qualify for the
proposed use.

12. On or around September 10, 2018, Mendoza again spoke to Arturo Ramirez and
confirmed the property would qualify for the proposed use. Mendoza additionally spoke to the City of
Maywood Building and Planning Director, David Mango, who confirmed the same.

13. Since the City application process requires an applicant to have a location prior to
submitting the application, Mendoza signed the lease for 4000 East Slauson Avenue property on
September 21, 2018 whereby Mendoza paid $34,155.50 for a five-year lease. Mendoza then began
compiling the information for the application. Mendoza is currently still paying the lease as of this
writing.

14. In early January 2019 Mendoza began attending city council meetings to understand
Maywood’s process and become acquainted with the Maywood officials and the other staff.

15. Between January 2019 and March 6, 2019 Mendoza met Mayor, Eddie De La Riva
(hereinafter “De La Riva”) and Mayor Pro Tem, Ricardo Lara (hereinafter “Lara”). Mendoza, De La

Riva and Lara agreed to meet in person on a future date to discuss the project and business plan.
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16.  On March 6, 2019 Mendoza had a lunch meeting with De La Riva. At that meeting De La
Riva stated the testing laboratory project, LA Labs, Inc., was great for the community and encouraged
Mendoza to continue the application process for his business proposal.

17.  On or about March 16, 2019 Mendoza met council member Heber Marques (hereinafter
“Marques”) at a family party. Mendoza discussed his business plans with Marques who demonstrated
excitement in a testing laboratory but cautioned Mendoza that if Marques knew about the project,
Marques would not be able to participate in the council meeting due to conflicts. Marques indicated he
would demonstrate ignorance concerning the plans so he would not be precluded from participation.
Marques stated he would support Mendoza’s plans.

18. On or around April 2, 2019 Mendoza submitted an application to obtain the Cannabis
Testing Laboratory License for the 4000 East Slauson Avenue location. Mendoza paid the fees
associated with phases one and two of the licensure process. (see Exhibit “1”).

19. On or around April 3, 2019 Mendoza received a zoning verification from the Director of
Building and Planning, David Mango, stating Mendoza’s plan and proposed purpose for the 4000 East
Slauson Avenue property was eligible for a Commercial Cannabis License according to the applicable
City of Maywood Ordinance 18-12. (see Exhibit “27).

20. On or around May 14, 2019 upon the City of Maywood’s request Mendoza applied for a
seller’s permit. The California Department of Tax and Fees and Administration replied a seller’s permit
is not required for a cannabis testing laboratory which does not provide retail. (see Exhibit “3”).

21. On June 18, 2019 Mendoza received an email from David Mango stating Mendoza’s
application received a passing score and his plans would be moving forward to phase 3 which was an
interview with the city officials.

22. In June or July 2019 Mendoza met Carmen Perez (hereinafter “Perez”) and Veronica
Guardado (hereinafter “Guardado”). Perez told Mendoza she was chair for the planning commission.
Since Mendoza had heard rumors the city was becoming less friendly to marijuana dispensaries he
inquired to her understanding. Perez assured Mendoza the city’s concern was with the number of
cannabis dispensaries, not the testing laboratories. Perez told Mendoza not to worry and to follow the

process.
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23.  On August 7, 2019 Mendoza attended an interview with the city manager, the building
and planning director, and DHL, a company hired by Maywood to ensure Mendoza’s plans were in
compliance.

24, On August 19, 2019 Mendoza received the phase 2 and phase 3 interview committee
composite score. The minimum score to pass is eighty percent. Mendoza received a score of eighty-eight
percent. City staff members remarked Mendoza’s cannabis business plan score was one of the highest
scores ever received. (see Exhibit “47).

25. On August 20, 2019 Mendoza was scheduled to meet with the planning commission. The
city cancelled the meeting and rescheduled it for September 3, 2019 at 7:00 p.m.

26. On September 3, 2019, at or about 7:00 p.m., vice chair of the planning commission,
Reyna Mendez (hereinafter “Mendez”), came to the business, “Chavelitas,” a party supply store adjacent
to the proposed location for LA Labs, Inc., and spoke to the business owner, Blanca. Mendez told
Blanca that Mendoza planned to operate a dispensary, grow marijuana, and be open to the public
whereby dispensary customers would overwhelm the available parking. Everything that Mendez stated
to Blanca was untrue and since Mendez had known the specifics about LA Labs, Inc. at that time,
Mendez knew her own statements to Blanca were false.

27.  Blanca described to Mendoza that Mendez tried to get her to attend the planning
commission meeting at 7:00 p.m. that evening and vote in the negative to Mendoza’s proposed plans.
Blanca declined to go stating she planned to attend church instead.

28. On September 3, 2019 at 7:00 p.m. the city staff recommended the planning commission
to adopt and allow the cannabis facility to conduct business from the proposed property location since
the plans were in compliance with ordinance 18-12. The Maywood staff additionally agreed to all
twenty conditions. Reyna Mendez indicated she had spoken to the neighboring businesses and they did
not approve of LA Labs, Inc. The Planning Commission decided to continue the hearing to September
17, 2019 so they could obtain more information. The commission specified four requests they would
like Mendoza to address on that future date. Those four items were: 1) a business plan; 2) explanation of
the chemicals used in the testing laboratory and filtration of the water; 3) photographs of the equipment

and documentation of similar laboratories; and 4) mock-ups of sample sizes received for testing.
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29. On September 3, 2019 at approximately 9:00 p.m. and while Mendoza was still in the
Planning Commission meeting, he received a text message from De La Riva. The text message advised
Mendoza to mention what the lab had in place to mitigate odor from cannabis.

30.  In an effort to make neighboring businesses aware of Mendoza’s anticipated venture,
between September Sth and September 12, 2019, Mendoza visited neighboring businesses to hand out
educational pamphlets and address any questions the business owners had. Mendoza gathered signatures
of the owners who gave their approval to the LA Labs, Inc. (see Exhibit “5”).

31. Between September 8th and September 15, 2019 Mendoza was cleaning the front yard at
his mother-in-law’s home. Mendoza had been living at this location at the time. While in the front yard,
to Mendoza’s astonishment, a Latino man between twenty-nine and thirty-four years old, wearing a
white t-shirt, black hat and pants, and white shoes approached Mendoza and stated, “We need three
hundred and fifty thousand dollars to move your project forward.” The man indicated by pointing
toward a black Honda Accord without plates across the street. The tinted window of the car rolled down
and Mendoza recognized the face of Mayor Eddie De La Riva. Mendoza waived at Mayor De La Riva,
but De La Riva did not waive back. At that moment, Mendoza knew the request for money serious and
he had just been given a demand for money.

32. After this occurrence Mendoza became confused, worried and stressed at the situation.
Due to Mendoza’s interaction with De La Riva and his unidentified messenger, Mendoza felt that his
project would not go forward if he did not provide De La Riva with the money which had been
demanded of him.

33. On September 10, 2019 the attorney for LA Labs, Inc. contacted De La Riva concerning
the Planning Commission’s demonstrated general lack of knowledge in the business. The attorney
inquired about the factors for which the final decision would be based. Additionally, the future
September 25, 2019 city council meeting was set to address a proposed ordinance which could affect LA|
Labs, Inc. Mendoza’s attorney requested Mendoza be added to the agenda.

34. On September 11, 2019 the Maywood city attorney, Roxanne Diaz, sent an email

granting the September 25, 2019 requested addition to the agenda. Diaz included a document for
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signature and Mendoza signed the document so his matter could be added to the agenda. (see Exhibit
“67).

35. On September 16, 2019 Mayor De La Riva sent Mendoza a text message confronting
Mendoza about obtaining signatures of the neighboring business owners. The text message conversation
stated Mendoza had put De La Riva and Maywood in an uncomfortable position by obtaining those
signatures from the business owners. (see Exhibit “7”).

36. On September 17, 2019 Director of Building and Planning, David Mango, provided an
agenda report which requested the conditional use permit for the LA Labs, Inc. cannabis testing facility
be approved. (see Exhibit “8”).

37. On September 17, 2019 sometime before 7:00 p.m. Mendez returned to the business
“Chavelitas,” the party supply store owned by Blanca. Mendez tried to convince Blanca to demonstrate
non-support for LA Labs, Inc.; however, Blanca stated she supported the business. Blanca did not
mention this encounter with Mendez to Mendoza until days after this incident.

38. On September 17, 2019 around 3:40 p.m. Mendoza received an email from Maywood
city clerk, Guillermo Padilla. The email included the resolution of denial. (see Exhibit “9”"). Mendoza
was immediately concerned and confused because he was supposed to have the opportunity, but did not,
to address the four items which were specifically requested when the Planning Commission decided to
continue the previous meeting. Those four items included Mendoza’s business plan, an explanation
concerning the laboratory chemicals and filtration of water, photographs of the laboratory equipment
and photographs of similar laboratories, and mock-ups of the sample sizes of cannabis the laboratory
would receive for testing.

39.  Although Mendoza had already received his denial via email earlier that same day, on
September 17, 2019 Mendoza attended the meeting and presented the four items for which the
commission had stated their concerns.

40. Mendoza had previously arranged for representatives of Shimadzu instrument
manufacturing to address questions concerning the equipment which would be used in Mendoza’s
laboratory, and the equipment used in similar laboratories. The representatives of Shimadzu instrument

manufacturing were present at the meeting.
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41. The meeting concluded with Mendoza still receiving a denial. The reasons given for the
denial were different than the four factors which the parties had discussed previously. The Maywood
officials had asked Mendoza to be ready to address specific factors on this evening but had issued the
denial prior to him addressing those factors. After presenting the information on the factors requested,
the denial was still issued but for other factors. The denial stated Mendoza failed to show the facility
would not be materially detrimental to the property of other persons in the vicinity; or a menace to
public health, safety, or general welfare. These factors had not been mentioned any time previous to this
meeting, and especially had not been scheduled to be addressed as were the four factors which Mendoza
had prepared.

42. The Maywood commission gave the following reasons for the finding LA Labs, Inc.
failed to demonstrate its presence was not materially detrimental to the property of other persons in the
vicinity; or a menace to public health, safety, and general welfare: 1) due to the lack of parking, the site
provided unsafe ingress and egres, noise and safety impacts to the vicinity; 2) since a carrier could not
park, the cannabis sample would have to be carried on public streets which is unsafe to those living in
the neighborhood; 3) the wrought-iron gate opening and closing created noise; and 4) the proposed
uniform security personnel would raise awareness the subject site is utilized for cannabis activity.

43.  Mendoza insisted there was support for his business and presented the signatures of the
other business owners who were supporting him. For his effort, Mendoza was accused by the
commission of intimidating the business owners to obtain the signatures.

44. The commission members additionally questioned the veracity of the signatures
presented by Mendoza indicating they may not be signatures from the actual business owners.

45. Reyna Mendez put Mendoza’s meeting on a Facebook Live stream and threatened
Mendoza the mayor, De La Riva, was watching.

46. Mendez also stated she had gone to the business and received different statements from
the owners. Carmen Perez also spoke to neighboring businesses and stated Mendoza had been
aggressive with neighboring business owners.

47.  Mendoza began to question if he had received a pre-planned denial for different reasons.
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48. On September 17, 2019 right after the meeting, Mendoza sent a text message to De La
Riva stating he had presented all the items and still got denied for other reasons. De La Riva responded
Mendoza had put De La Riva and Maywood in an uncomfortable position by acquiring those signatures.

49.  On September 25, 2019 Mendoza attended the city council meeting where council
member Marquez stated he was not satisfied with the off-site parking condition. Mendoza found this odd
because Mendoza’s venture did not require parking—it was not meant to be a retail store; there would
be no customers that required parking. The property had previously been retail, therefore there would be
a decreased demand of parking from before. Mendoza’s laboratory and parking for staff had been
addressed with off-site parking and other conditions which had previously been addressed.

50.  Marquez asserted LA Labs, Inc. would not follow the parking condition because it was a
condition he would not follow if he were in the same position. Although LA Labs, Inc. had entered into
an agreement with nearby business, “Chirss Burgers,” for off-site parking, and David Mango asserted
LA Labs, Inc.’s proposed use would not intensify the current or previous use, Marques still did not
approve. Council member Lara likewise was eager to vote “no” and end discussion. Mayor De La Riva
expressed no concerns but voted “no,” on the LA Labs, Inc. plans.

51.  Due to defendant’s pre-textual denial, Mendoza has lost a considerable amount of money
and time. Mendoza suffered extreme financial harm due to the illegal acts of the defendants. Not only
did Mendoza suffered extreme financial harm due to the acts of the defendants, Mendoza’s name was
tarnished throughout the City of Maywood due to the false representation made by defendants about

Mendoza, his character, and his business.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION

CIVIL CONSPIRACY
(Against All Defendants)

Reyna Mendez and Carmen Perez: Intentional Interference with Economic Relations

52.  Plaintiffs repeat, realleges and incorporates all prior paragraphs by this reference as

though set forth in full herein.
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53.  Plaintiff asserts he was harmed by Reyna Mendez and Carmen Perez’s intentional
interference with economic relations and Eddie De La Riva is responsible for the harm because he was
part of a conspiracy to interfere with plaintiff’s economic relations with neighboring businesses,
customers and the community at large.

54.  To recover damages from defendant for civil conspiracy, plaintiff must prove (1)
defendant was aware Mendez and Perez planned to intentionally interfere with the economic relations;
and (2) defendant agreed with Mendez and Perez and intended the interference with prospective
economic relations be committed.

55.  When two or more individuals agree to commit a wrongful act, all are civilly liable for
the resulting damages regardless of whether they actually commit the tort themselves. (Wyatt v. Union
Mortgage Co. (1979) 24 Cal.3d 773, 784 [157 Cal.Rptr. 392, 598].).

56.  Inthe September 3, 2019 meeting Mendez stated she spoke to neighboring businesses to
which the owners indicated concern about parking and safety. The same evening De La Riva sent a text
message indicating plaintiff should state his plans to mitigate odor. Plaintiff took the suggestions in good
faith and obtained informational pamphlets in English and Spanish languages and visited the
neighboring businesses so plaintiff could explain the difference between a dispensary, which sells
marijuana products to customers, and the laboratory which tests products, including cannabis, which is
not open to the public and requires only small samples of a cannabis product to perform testing. Plaintiff]
believed all of the neighboring business’ supposed concerns could be legitimately addressed with more
information. (see Exhibit “10”).

57. At the time of the September 17, 2019 meeting Mendez and Perez had been visiting LA
Labs, Inc. neighbors to convince the business owners the presence of LA Labs, Inc. would be a
detriment to their own businesses.

58. At the same meeting when plaintiff showed he had signatures of the business owners
showing support for LA Labs, Inc. Mendez and Perez accused plaintiff of intimidating business owners,
they questioned the veracity of the signatures and made accusations of plaintiff’s integrity after having

visited at least one of the same businesses themselves the same day as plaintiff’s scheduled meeting.




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

59.  Although Mendoza’s meeting was opened to the public, Mendez indicated she was
recording the events on Facebook Live and particularly stated Mayor De La Riva was watching. This
fact demonstrates Mendez knew De La Riva had particular interest in these events and also knew the
threat that De La Riva was watching would be effective on plaintiff.

60.  Mayor Eddie De La Riva sent a text message later in the evening that plaintiff put De La
Riva and Maywood in an uncomfortable position by acquiring those business owner’s signatures. The
signatures De La Riva had referenced were of course the signatures of support by the other neighboring
businesses.

61.  The facts demonstrate circumstantial evidence that when De La Riva learned plaintiff had
been talking to business owners to earn their support that De La Riva formed an agreement with Mendez
and Perez to undermine that support by feeding false concern to the business owners and falsely
accusing Mendoza of forging the signatures, or by gaining the signatures through false pretense or
intimidation. “Conspiracies are typically proved by circumstantial evidence. Since such participation,
cooperation or unity of action is difficult to prove by direct evidence, it can be inferred from the nature
of the act done, the relation of the parties, the interests of the alleged conspirators, and other

circumstances.” (Rickley v. Goodfiriend (2013) 212 Cal.App.4™ 1136, 1166 [151 Cal.Rptr.3d 683].)

Reyna Mendez and Unknown co-conspirator: Extortion

62. Plaintiffs repeat, realleges and incorporates all prior paragraphs by this reference as
though set forth in full herein.

63.  Plaintiff asserts he was harmed by Mendez and an unknown co-conspirator through
extortion and De La Riva is responsible for the harm because he was part of a conspiracy to extort
Mendoza for personal monetary gain.

64. To recover damages from defendant for civil conspiracy, plaintiff must prove (1)
defendant was aware Mendez and the unknown co-conspirator planned the extortion; and (2) defendant
agreed with Mendez and the unknown individual and intended the extortion be committed. “The basis

of a civil conspiracy is the formation of a group of two or more persons who have agreed to a common
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plan or design to commit a tortious act.” (Kidron v. Movie Acquisition Corp. (1995) 40 Cal.App.4th
1571, 1582 [47 Cal.Rptr.2d 752].).

65. In between the dates of September 8th and September 16, 2019 Mendoza was in his in-
law’s front lawn doing yard work when an unknown individual approached him and asked for $350,000
to move plaintiff’s project forward. When the unknown male indicated toward the black Honda Accord
which was parked across the street, Mayor Eddie De La Riva rolled down the Honda’s tinted window.
Mendoza could see De La Riva’s face and plaintiff waived. De La Riva did not waive back. At this
moment plaintiff knew this was a serious demand for money. He became nervous, stressed and confused
about what he saw. The unknown male got back into the Honda and drove away with Mayor De La Riva
still inside the vehicle.

66. The unknown male made an overt act toward communicating the demand for money and
Mayor De La Riva acknowledged the demand with his adoptive admission of rolling down the tinted
window so plaintiff could see De La Riva’s face. A plaintiff must show each member of the conspiracy
acted in concert and came to a mutual understanding to accomplish a common and unlawful plan, and
that one or more them committed an over act to further it. (Choate v. County of Orange (2000) 86
Cal.App.4th 312, 333 [103 Cal.Rptr.2d 339].).

67. Defendant’s unlawful purpose and their consciousness of the same is manifest: the
unknown male quickly leaves by driving Mayor De La Riva away from the scene in which the monetary
demand was made. Mendez adds to the threat by stating Mayor De La Riva was watching Mendoza’s
meeting which was also being streamed on Facebook Live.

68.  As adirect and proximate result of defendant and his co-conspirator’s actions and
inactions, plaintiff has suffered extreme financial losses in the form of fees associated with licensing,
application, and blueprints. Additionally, plaintiff has suffered the loss of fees associated with rent of the
property for which he is still paying, profits, future profits, and costs. Plaintiff has also suffered
emotional damages brought on by the threats and stress associated with the city official’s actions.

//
//
/!
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Carmen Perez: Fraudulent Misrepresentation

69. Plaintiff repeats, realleges and incorporates all prior paragraphs by this reference as
though set forth in full herein.

70.  Plaintiff asserts he was harmed by Perez through her false statements which she knew to
be false concerning plaintiff’s likelihood of succeeding through the application process and De La Riva
is responsible for the harm because he was part of a conspiracy to fraudulently mislead Mendoza.

71. Plaintiff initially came into contact with Perez in June or July 2019. Perez, as Chair of the
Planning Commission stated to plaintiff, he would not encounter problems with the application process
for a laboratory. Perez continued to inform Mendoza the problems in Maywood arose with dispensaries
and the other businesses which sell cannabis and marijuana to customers as retail. Perez indicated to
plaintiff not to worry and to follow the process and he would achieve his approval for LA Labs, Inc.

72. The facts however show no matter how compliant Mendoza was with the process set
forth by Perez and other Maywood officials, Mendoza would have never received the approval for
which the process was suggested to earn. By continuing through the process which would never arrive at

approval, Mendoza continued to incur substantial damages.

Herber Marques. Fraudulent Misrepresentation

73. Plaintiff repeats, realleges and incorporates all prior paragraphs by this reference as
though set forth in full herein.

74. Plaintiff asserts he was harmed by Herber Marquez through his false statements which he
knew to be false concerning plaintiff’s likelihood of succeeding through the application process and De
La Riva is responsible for the harm because he was part of a conspiracy to fraudulently mislead plaintiff.

75.  Plaintiff met Marquez on March 16, 2019. Upon learning about plaintiff’s business plans
through their initial conversation, Marquez expressed excitement and showed he was impressed with the
project. Marquez advised plaintiff to pursue the plans. In the same conversation Marquez stated his
knowledge concerning this project would preclude him from participating in the council meetings.
Marquez stated he would feign ignorance about the project so he could participate and support the LA

Labs, Inc. project.
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76.  Later, on September 25, 2019 Marquez used the pretextual number of parking spaces
issue to justify his denial of the LA Labs, Inc. project. While the property at 4000 Slauson had served as
a retail location for the previous twenty-five years and plaintiff’s proposed use would not intensify the
current parking use, Marquez would not be satisfied. Additionally, plaintiff had a signed agreement with
the nearby business, “Chirss Burgers” for off-site parking which would completely address the
pretextual parking space issue, again Marquez would not be satisfied. Finally, Marquez stated plaintiff
would not follow the conditions set forth by Maywood reasoning that Marquez himself would not follow
the condition. While it seems reasonable to conclude Marquez would not follow a condition set forth by
Maywood since he was unable to preclude himself from participation in the meetings surrounding this
matter based on his own statement, using Marquez’s own poor character to impute plaintiff
demonstrates Marquez’s knowledge plaintiff’s plans would have never earned acceptance through the

process he and others set forth.

Reyna Mendez and Carmen Perez: Defamation, Slander Per Se

77.  Plaintiff repeats, realleges and incorporates all prior paragraphs by this reference as
though set forth in full herein.

78. Plaintiff asserts he was harmed by Mendez and Perez’s slander, per se, and De La Riva is
responsible for the harm because he was part of a conspiracy to defame plaintiff’s reputation and
economic relations with neighboring businesses, customers, and the community at large.

79.  Mayor De La Riva and the officials of Maywood never intended on approving plaintiff’s
business plans for the property located at 4000 East Slauson Avenue. To justify defendant’s denial of
plaintiff’s application, De La Riva, Mendez and Perez set out to besmirch plaintiff’s favorable reputation|
by telling other business owners’ plaintiff had deceived them about the nature of his business. Mendez
and Perez began falsely informing other business owners plaintiff’s business plan was akin to a
dispensary whereby customers could buy marijuana, and therefore the parking would become more
scarce, the foot traffic would include those seeking marijuana products, and the location would emit

odor due to the large quantities of marijuana being held and stored. They represented to Mendoza’s
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neighbors and fellow business owners that Mendoza had lied to them and is therefore of poor and
untrustworthy character.

80. On September 16, 2019 De La Riva sent plaintiff a text message indicating he knew
plaintiff had been collecting signatures in support of LA Labs, Inc. occupying the desired property
location. (see Exhibit “11” ).

81. On September 17, 2019 and at the planning commission meeting, Mendez and Perez
confronted plaintiff concerning the signatures and made accusations plaintiff had acquired the signatures
fraudulently, questioned the veracity of the signatures, and stated plaintiff had used bulling and
intimidation tactics to falsely obtain the signatures.

82. On September 17, 2019 after the planning commission meeting had ended, De La Riva
sent plaintiff a text message indicating that plaintiff had put he and the city in an uncomfortable position
by acquiring those signatures.

83.  As a proximate result thereof, plaintiffs sustained general and economic damages in an
amount not ascertainable at this time, to be proven at trial.

WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray for relief as set forth below.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION

CIVIL RICO
(Against All Defendants)

84. Plaintiff repeats, realleges and incorporates all prior paragraphs by this reference as
though set forth in full herein.

85. The elements of a civil RICO cause of action are as follows: (1) conduct; (2) of an
enterprise; (3) through a pattern; (4) of racketerring activity; (5) resulting in injury.

86. The conduct here is from individuals who have a substantial part in directing the affairs
of Maywood. These individuals include the Mayor, Planning Commission members and City Council
members. The conduct of these individuals, and through their staff members, satisfies the conduct which

is related to the operation or management of Maywood.
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87.  The individuals named above, and their staff, are all connected by their employment,
elected title, or appointed position within the enterprise of Maywood.

88. The requisite pattern is demonstrated by showing the racketeering acts are related and
amount to, or pose the threat of continued criminal activity. Those related acts are those which have the
same or similar purposes, results, participants, victims, or methods and are not isolated events. In this
case, the participants involved include De La Riva, Mendez and Perez, among others. The victims
include the City of Maywood business owners, including Mr. Mendoza and LA Labs, Inc.

89. Through the demonstrated agreement of the named individuals the facts point to
conspiratorial agreement of similar purposes between De La Riva, Mendez and Perez, and their staff to
achieve the unlawful pattern of intimidation of business owners to achieve their own financial gain.

90.  As aproximate result thereof, plaintiffs sustained general and economic damages in an
amount not ascertainable at this time, to be proven at trial.

WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray for relief as set forth below.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION

ATTEMPTED CIVIL EXTORTION
(Against All Defendants)

91.  Plaintiffs repeat, realleges and incorporates all prior paragraphs by this reference as
though set forth in full herein.

92. Defendant attempted to obtain property from Mendoza in the form of a specified sum
payment which would allow for Mendoza’s proposed business plans to receive approval from
Maywood.

93. Defendant caused an unidentified individual to approach Mendoza with the demand for
money. The unidentified individual stated, “We need three-hundred fifty thousand dollars for your plans
to go through.”

94.  Initially, Mendoza believed this unidentified man was being facetious. The unidentified
man indicated toward the Honda Accord parked on the street and the window of the Honda rolled down

so Mendoza could recognize the face of defendant De La Riva seated in the vehicle. Mendoza waived to
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De La Riva but De La Riva did not waive back. At that moment Mendoza knew the demand for money
was serious. Mendoza became stressed, nervous and fearful concerning the demand.

95. As a result of making a monetary demand to an applicant currently in the process of
approval with the city, defendant unlawfully committed attempted civil extortion by intentionally and
unlawfully using fear (the threat to plaintiff’s business approval by a city official) to induce plaintiff to
make a cash payment to defendant.

96. Defendant took a direct ineffectual step toward committing extortion by attempting to put
Mendoza in fear that if he did not make the three-hundred fifty thousand dollar payment, De La Riva
would use his influence and vote within the city to effect the approval of Mendoza’s business plans.

97.  Asadirect and proximate result of defendants’ unlawful act, Mendoza has suffered
continuing stress, endured unnecessary inconveniences and hardships and incurred out-of-pocket
expenses. Furthermore, due to defendant’s deliberate act, Mendoza suffered the loss of business assets
and profits, goodwill, and severe emotional distress and mental anguish.

98.  Defendant’s actions were so outrageous, willful, wanton and in reckless disregard to
plaintiff as to entitle plaintiff to punitive damages in an amount to be proven at trial.

WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray for relief as set forth below.

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION

DECEIT AND FRADULENT MISREPRESENTATION
(Against all Defendants)

99.  Plaintiffs repeat, reallege and incorporate all prior paragraphs by this reference as though
set forth in full herein.

100. “The elements of fraud that will give rise to a tort action for deceit are: ‘(a)
misrepresentation (false representation, concealment, or nondisclosure); (b) knowledge of falsity (or
‘scienter’); (c) intent to defraud, i.e., to induce reliance; (d) justifiable reliance; and (e) resulting
damage.” (Engalla v. Permanente Medical Group, Inc. (1997) 15 Cal.4th 951, 974 [64 Cal.Rptr.2d
843].)
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101. Defendants have fraudulently and deceptively encouraged and informed Mendoza he
could eventually open his business if he continued to follow the process which defendant controlled.
Defendant knew that by following the process plaintiff would gradually become increasingly financially
dependent on the outcome of defendant’s decision and would therefore more easily succumb to
defendant’s extortion demands. When it became clear to defendant that Mendoza would not succumb to
the extortion demands, defendants carried out the plan they had knowledge of all along: to deny
plaintiff’s application on made-up grounds and then publicly blame plaintiff by imputing his character
thereby ruining his business, and his goodwill.

102. Beginning in March 2019 Mendoza had been encouraged to proceed with the application
process by De La Riva and Mendez. Defendant’s unlawful purpose and consciousness of the same is
also manifest, by among other things, defendant’s continued statements for plaintiff to continue to
follow the process, and yet, by following the process, Mendoza received Maywood’s denial before the
meeting in which the items Maywood specifically requested to be addressed were able to be presented
by Mendoza.

103.  After being told by De La Riva, Mendez and Perez, among other Maywood officials, that
he should continue following the process and he has nothing to worry about, Mendoza, in good faith, set
out to follow the process under the assumption the requests for additional information by Maywood
were also in good faith. By continuing the process in which his application would never be approved by
Maywood, and by compiling all additional requests made by Maywood to demonstrate plaintiff’s
compliance, plaintiff suffered even greater damage.

104.  Significantly, the denial issued by Maywood was on factors unrelated to the specific four
items in which led to the continuance of the meeting where the decision was to be rendered. Upon
defendant’s request Mendoza had arranged to have the representatives from Shimadzu to deliver a
presentation which would address some of the Maywood official’s concerns. The decision of denial was
rendered prior to those items being addressed in the meeting and therefore plaintiff knows the four items
specifically mentioned by defendant were a pretext to continue the meeting without rendering a decision

so that plaintiff incurred even more costs and damages which would allow the leverage gained through
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the extortion demand for money to place even greater stress on plaintiff to comply with the extortion
demand.

105.  As a proximate result thereof, plaintiffs have sustained general and economic damages in
an amount not ascertainable at this time, to be proven at trial.

WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray for relief as set forth below.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION

INTENTIONAL MISREPRESENTATION
(Against All Defendants)

106.  Plaintiffs repeat, realleges and incorporates all prior paragraphs by this reference as
though set forth in full herein.

107. California’s Civil Code §1710, et seq. specifies four kinds of fraud: intentional
misrepresentation, concealment, false promise, and negligent misrepresentation.

108.  Fraud generally requires a misrepresentation, knowledge of falsity, intent to defraud,
justifiable reliance by the victim, and resulting damage. (Engalla v. Permanente Medical Group, Inc.
(1997) 15 Cal. 4th 951, 974).

109. An intentional misrepresentation is a statement, whether orally, in writing, or implied by
conduct, that the defendant knows to be false when it is made, but that the defendant still makes
recklessly and without regard for its truth. (/d).

110. Concealment of a fact can also constitute a fraud, if the parties are in a confidential or
fiduciary relationship, or the defendant otherwise owes a duty to the plaintiffs, such as a business owner
seeking the approval of his business plans from a city government as is the case here.

111. A false promise involves a promise made without any actual intention to perform. An
example of promissory fraud is when a defendant fraudulently induces the plaintiffs to enter into a
application process by promising to perform certain actions (such as providing a fair process by which a
business will make progress toward an articulable and achievable end of compliance with set standards
put forth by a city government). However, the defendant does not have any real intention of following

through.
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112.  Additionally, Civil Code §1710 provides for negligent misrepresentation. If a defendant
represented that an important fact was true — even if he or she honestly believed that the representation
was true, but did not have a reasonable basis for that belief — and the defendant intended for the
plaintiffs to rely on the representation, which the plaintiffs did to his or her detriment and that reliance
was a substantial factor in the harm suffered, then the courts may find that a fraud was indeed
committed.

113. Defendants consistently stated to Mendoza that he would be able to open his business at
his desired location so long as he engaged in the process. In good faith, Mendoza pursued his plans and
followed the recommendations by Maywood. Instead of seeking out a different location in a different
municipality, Mendoza pursued his plans in Maywood because was told Maywood was excited about
the project and welcomed it. Maywood officials stated their enthusiasm at the prospect of a cannabis
testing laboratory, particularly since the laboratory’s primary function is to ensure safety.

114. Plaintiff relied to his detriment on defendant’s misrepresentations and fraudulent
omissions. Had plaintiff been adequately informed and not intentionally deceived by defendants,
plaintiff would have acted differently by, without limitation: (i) seeking out a different property in a
different municipality; (ii) waiting to sign a lease agreement for a property whereinby the business
would be likely to open; (iii) waiting or avoiding the cost to apply for the Cannabis Testing Laboratory
License; (iv) waiting, or avoiding the cost to have his blueprints stamped by the fire department; (v)
avoiding using the time handing out and explaining the educational pamphlets to neighboring
businesses; (vi) avoiding bringing representatives from Shimadzu to speak with Maywood; (vii)
avoiding signing an agreement with Chirss Burgers for off-site parking; and (viii) plaintiff would have
not sought out and attended all the numerous meetings, interviews, and continued through the
application process with the City of Maywood and incurring additional costs and stress.

115. Defendants continued to refer to the process of application as one in which plaintiff could
demonstrate compliance and gain approval so long as he continued to listen to the advice the Maywood
officials presented. Plaintiff likewise believed the advice of each Maywood official was given in good

faith and to accomplish the end of accepting and approving plaintiff’s plans.
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116. Defendants had no reasonable grounds to believe that these misrepresentations to plaintiff
were true. Plaintiff received his denial prior to presenting the four items which defendant characterized
as being contingent on moving forward in the process defendant’s designed and oversaw.

117. Defendants did and intended to induce Mendoza to rely on its misrepresentations.
Defendants knew that because of its misrepresentations, Mendoza would continue to incur additional
costs to comply with the demands made by the Maywood officials themselves.

118.  Plaintiff was justified in relying upon defendants’ representations because these
representations came directly from defendant through numerous contacts and meetings of which
defendant’s called and held.

119. Plaintiff has been substantially harmed by defendant’s misrepresentations because he has
suffered emotional distress and incurred significant cost to begin his business. However, in reality,
Mendoza was not engaged in a fair process where he could start his business, he was instead being
encouraged to continue to incur costs so that he became more vulnerable to the Maywood official who
aspired to take advantage of Mendoza. Had Mendoza not relied on defendant’s representations,
Mendoza could have sought a more affordable, more transparent, and less predatory city in which to
open his laboratory business.

120. The above representations by officials within Maywood amount to intentional
misrepresentation, false promise and concealment of a pre-determined process seeking to take advantage
of citizens and business owners within Maywood.

121.  As a proximate result thereof, plaintiff’s sustained general and economic damages in an
amount not ascertainable at this time, to be proven at trial.

WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray for relief as set forth below.

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION

BREACH OF COVENANT OF GOOD FAITH AND FAIR DEALING
(Against City of Maywood)
122.  Plaintiffs repeat, realleges and incorporates all prior paragraphs by this reference as

though set forth in full herein.
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123. In every contract or agreement there is an implied promise of good faith and fair dealing.
This means each party will not do anything to unfairly interfere with the right of any other party to
receive the benefits of the contract.

124.  Plaintiff claims defendat violated the duty to act fairly and in good faith. To establish this
claim, plaintiff must prove (1) plaintiff and defendant entered into a contract, (2) plaintiff did all, or
substantially all of the significant things that the contract required him to do or was excused from having
to do those things, (3) all conditions required for defendant’s performance have occurred or been
excused, (4) defendant unfairly interfered with plaintiff’s right to receive the benefits of the contract, and
(5) plaintiff was harmed by defendant’s conduct. (CACI No. 325).

125.  Plaintiff has been paying rent and continues to pay rent within Maywood. Maywood is
solely capable of approving the plans which would allow plaintiff to occupy the location at 4000 East
Slauson Avenue. Plaintiff entered into the lease agreement with a third party for the 4000 East Slauson
Avenue parcel knowing he had also entered into a verbal agreement with defendant concerning the
approval of plaintiff’s business plans. At all times defendant stated to plaintiff his business plans would
be reviewed with the intention of bringing plaintiff in compliance with defendant’s advice. All of the
actions which Maywood has advised plaintiff to take have been acted upon by plaintiff. All conditions
for defendant’s performance have occurred.

126. Defendants knew or had reason to know Maywood did not have the intention of
approving plaintiff’s business plans. The denial was issued before Mendoza was able to present his
response to the factors which Maywood brought forth as needing to be addressed for Mendoza’s
business to be closer to compliance. Maywood never intended to review the factors which they asked to
review because they denial came prior to the presentation and the denial was justified by entirely
separate factors.

127. Defendants breached the covenant of good faith and fair dealing governing every contract
by receiving the benefit of a paying tenant in the property without allowing the business to operate, from
the fees paid to Maywood to continue the application process. This non-transparent, dishonest and
rigged process caused plaintiff substantial out of pocket expense to conform to the standards which

would never gain the business’ approval. All factors set forth seem to be a pretext to denial.
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128.  As a proximate result thereof, plaintiff’s sustained general and economic damages in an
amount not ascertainable at this time, to be proven at trial.

WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray for relief as set forth below.

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION

EQUITABLE ESTOPPEL
(Against All Defendants)

129. Plaintiffs repeats, realleges and incorporates all prior paragraphs by this reference as
though set forth in full herein.

130.  “[F]our elements must be present in order to apply the doctrine of equitable estoppel: (1)
the party to be estopped must be apprised of the facts; (2) he must intend that his conduct shall be acted
upon, or must so act that the party asserting the estoppel had a right to believe it was so intended; (3) the
other party must be ignorant of the true state of facts; and (4) he must rely upon the conduct to his
injury.” (City of Long Beach v. Mansell (1970) 3 Cal.3d 462, 489 [91 Cal.Rptr. 23].)

131.  “The government may be bound by an equitable estoppel in the same manner as a private
party when the elements requisite to such an estoppel against a private party are present and, in the
considered view of a court of equity, the injustice which would result from a failure to uphold an
estoppel is of sufficient dimension to justify any effect upon public interest or policy which would result
from the raising of an estoppel.” (/d at p. 496-497).

132. Defendant’s statements and conduct showed Mendoza his plans would be approved
contingent upon his compliance with Maywood’s process by way of meetings, interviews, phase
completions and plaintiff’s action on Maywood’s recommendations. At no point was this true from
defendant’s perspective. However, plaintiff continued to pursue the business plans in a good faith belief
in defendant’s statements and conduct. After having seen the process and after having addressed factors
which had no bearing on the final decision, Mendoza learned his approval was determined on his non-
willingness to pay the extortion demand. The meetings, interviews, and conditions expressed therein
were merely pretextual to the denial defendant knew would be issued, and indeed defendant did issue

the denial before the final meeting took place which was when plaintiff was to again demonstrate
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compliance with the process by addressing the Maywood official’s concerns on four specific points to
which plaintiff prepared a response.

133. Defendant’s conduct rises to an injustice of substantial dimension it would be an injustice
if estoppel was to be withheld because of the continuing course of conduct by which defendant had
induced reliance. The conduct is likewise of extreme relevance is assessing the effect on public policy as
there is evidence of substantial corruption and predatory practices on the citizens and business owners in
Maywood.

134.  As a proximate result thereof, plaintiff’s sustained general and economic damages in an
amount not ascertainable at this time, to be proven at trial.

WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray for relief as set forth below.

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION

SLANDER, PER SE — CIVIL CODE §46
(Against all Defendants)

135. Plaintiff repeats, realleges and incorporates all prior paragraphs by this reference as
though set forth in full herein.

136.  Plaintiff is informed and believes on September 3, 2019, through defendant’s agent,
Mendez, Maywood stated that plaintiff’s business was selling marijuana, brings people seeking to
purchase marijuana to the neighborhood, grows marijuana or carries sufficient quantities of marijuana so
that odor would be noticeable and create problems for the neighboring business, and that LA Labs, Inc.
is a customer based business thereby exacerbating the existing parking conditions. Mendez made said
statements in person to the business owners where plaintiff planned to open his new business. The other
business owners understood the statements made by Mendez and reasonably understood them to mean
plaintiff was planning to open a business with characteristics other than what plaintiff had stated to them
or planned to open.

137.  Plaintiff is informed and believes on September 17, 2019, through defendant’s agent,
Mendez, Maywood stated plaintiff had been intimidating business owners in order to obtain false

signatures. Mendez went on to impute plaintiff’s character and integrity. Defendant made these




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

statements in person at the planning and commission meeting and so made the statement to all attendees.
Since Mendez elected to live stream the meeting on Facebook Live in order to slander plaintiff, anyone
who joined the Facebook Live stream, or anyone who saw a recording of the stream. The attendees and
viewers of the live stream knew the statements referred to plaintiff and understood the statements to
mean plaintiff had lied about the nature of his business, had forged signatures of support for his
business, and bullied other business owners in the process of doing so.

138.  Plaintiff is informed and believes on September 17, 2019, through defendant’s agent,
Perez, Maywood stated plaintiff had been intimidating and acted aggressively toward business owners.
Defendant made these statements in person at the planning and commission meeting and so made the
statement to all attendees. Since Mendez elected to live stream the meeting on Facebook Live in order to
slander plaintiff, anyone who joined the Facebook Live stream, or anyone who saw a recording of the
stream. The attendees and viewers of the live stream knew the statements referred to plaintiff and
understood the statements to mean plaintiff intimidated and bullied other business owners.

139.  As a proximate result thereof, plaintiff’s sustained general and economic damages in an
amount not ascertainable at this time, to be proven at trial.

WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray for relief as set forth below.

NINETH CAUSE OF ACTION

FALSE OR MISLEADING STATEMENTS
(Against All Defendants)

140.  Plaintiffs repeat, realleges and incorporates all prior paragraphs by this reference as
though set forth in full herein.

141. California’s Business and Professions Code, § 17500 provides that it is unlawful for any
person, firm, corporation or association, [...] to make or disseminate or cause to be made or
disseminated before the public in this state, [...] in any newspaper or other publication, or any
advertising device, [...] including over the Internet, any statement, concerning that real or personal

property [...] or concerning any circumstance or matter of fact connected with the proposed
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performance or disposition thereof, which is untrue or misleading, and which is known, or which by the
exercise of reasonable care should be known, to be untrue or misleading.”

142.  Plaintiff reasonably placed his trust and reliance in defendant’s representations the
process by which plans are approved by Maywood are fair, transparent and for the purpose of the
applicant business coming into compliance with the various city codes. Indeed, the City of Maywood
website advertises, “The City of Maywood offers a business-friendly environment and welcomes
business development. City staff is dedicated to ensuring your success in Maywood.” !

143.  Because of the relationship between plaintiff and defendant, defendant owned a duty to
use reasonable care to impart correct and reliable disclosures concerning the true nature of the
application process.

144. Defendant breached its duty to plaintiff by providing false, misleading, partial disclosures
and/or deceptive information regarding the true nature of the factors being considered in granting
approval to plaintiff’s business project. Indeed, the criteria and specific requests made by defendant
were not factors in defendant’s final denial of plaintiff’s proposed plan.

145.  Plaintiff reasonably and justifiably relied upon the information supplied to him by
defendant. As a result, plaintiff invested his time, money and goodwill into his business location in
Maywood and the Maywood applicant approval process.

146. Defendant failed to use reasonable care in its communications and representations to
plaintiff.

147.  As a proximate result thereof, plaintiff’s sustained general and economic damages in an
amount not ascertainable at this time, to be proven at trial

WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray for relief as set forth below.

//
//
//

!/

! City of Maywood website: https://www.cityofmaywood.com/news-businesses
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TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION

INTENTIONAL INTERFERENCE WITH PROSPECTIVE ECONOMIC RELATIONS
(Against All Defendants)

148.  Plaintiffs repeat, realleges and incorporates all prior paragraphs by this reference as
though set forth in full herein.

149.  To support an intentional interference with prospective economic relations cause of
action plaintiff must show: (1) Plaintiff and a third party were in an economic relationship that probably
would have resulted in an economic benefit to plaintiff; (2) Defendant knew of the relationship; (3)
Defendant engaged in wrongful conduct; (4) By engaging in this conduct, defendant knew that
disruption of the relationship was certain or substantially certain to occur; (5) The relationship was
disrupted; (6) Plaintiff was harmed; and (7) Defendant’s conduct was a substantial factor in causing
plaintiff’s harm. (CACI No. 2202).

150. During the application process with the City, plaintiff participated in numerous
interviews whereby the City discussed plaintiff’s prospective business. Plaintiff revealed to the City his
numerous prospective economic relations. Not only did defendant know about plaintiff’s potential
economic relationships, this factor was a basis of defendant’s own inquiry. (see Exhibit “12”).

151. Defendant engaged in tortious conduct as alleged in this Complaint. The type of wrongful
conduct of which defendant engaged was intentionally meant to prevent plaintiff from occupying the
4000 East Slauson Avenue property and thereby would necessarily disrupt the economic relationships
which plaintiff had discussed at the interviews and meetings. Indeed, with the absence of testing
facilities, the economic relationships plaintiff had formed were disrupted since the basis of those
relationships were for the testing of the third party’s product(s). As a result of defendant’s interference,
plaintiff was not able to provide services to the various third parties and was directly harmed as a result.

152.  As aproximate result thereof, plaintiff’s sustained general and economic damages in an
amount not ascertainable at this time, to be proven at trial.

WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray for relief as set forth below.

//
/!
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ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION

NEGLIGENT INTERFERENCE WITH PROSPECTIVE ECONOMIC RELATIONS
(Against all Defendants)

153. Plaintiffs repeat, realleges and incorporates all prior paragraphs by this reference as
though set forth in full herein.

154. To support a negligent interference with prospective economic relations cause of action
plaintiff must show: (1) Plaintiff and a third party were in an economic relationship that probably would
have resulted in a future economic benefit to plaintiff; (2) Defendant knew or should have known of this
relationship; (3) Defendant knew or should have known this relationship would be disrupted if defendant
failed to act with reasonable care; (4) Defendant failed to act with reasonable care; (5) Defendant
engaged in wrongful conduct; (6) The relationship was disrupted; (7) Plaintiff was harmed; and (8)
Defendant’s wrongful conduct was a substantial factor in causing Plaintiff’s harm. (CACI No. 2204).

155. Through the application approval process Mendoza continued to build his potential
economic relationships. These relationships were based upon a mutual benefit to both plaintiff and the
third party. Defendant knew plaintiff had made numerous contacts to promote his business since
plaintiff stated he had been working from lists to grow his business prior to approval. (see Exhibit
“137).

156. Defendant knew plaintiff’s ability to engage in the business relationships he had formed
was contingent upon their approval of plaintiff’s plans. Defendant further knew plaintiff relied upon
defendant’s representation of how plaintiff could satisfy defendant’s requests to demonstrate compliance
with the requests. Instead of engaging in a transparent process whereby plaintiff could demonstrate
compliance with Maywood’s requests, defendant misled, threatened and attempted to extort plaintiff.

157.  Plaintiff is only permitted to conduct laboratory testing of cannabis, and other products,
at an approved testing site. By defendant’s acts of ensuring plaintiff’s plans would not be approved by
Maywood, plaintiff would not be permitted to conduct any licensed testing.

158. By defendant’s wrongful actions, defendant prevented plaintiff from opening LA Labs,

Inc. which directly resulted in plaintiff’s harm.
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159. As a proximate result thereof, plaintiff’s sustained general and economic damages in an
amount not ascertainable at this time, to be proven at trial.

WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray for relief as set forth below.

TWELFTH CAUSE OF ACTION

INTENTIONAL INTERFERENCE WITH CONTRACTUAL RELATIONS
(Against all Defendants)

160. Plaintiffs repeat, realleges and incorporates all prior paragraphs by this reference as
though set forth in full herein.

161. To support an intentional interference with contractual relations cause of action plaintiff
must show: (1) There was a contract between plaintiff and a third party; (2) defendant knew of the
contract; (3) Defendant’s conduct prevented performance or made performance more expensive; (4)
Defendant knew disruption of performance was certain or substantially certain to occur; (5) Plaintiff was
harmed; and (6) Defendant’s conduct was a substantial factor in causing plaintiff’s harm. (CACI No.
2201).

162. Throughout the approval process plaintiff continually increased his entrenchment with
respect to his vendors, permitting, construction and other necessities to open the laboratory, LA Labs,
Inc. Since defendants conducted numerous interviews and meetings with plaintiff as part of the process
for approval, Maywood knew by its interference and by denying approval with the contractual relations
which were discussed during those meetings would prevent performance on those contracts and that
plaintiff would be harmed because of Maywood’s actions.

163. As aproximate result thereof, plaintiff’s sustained general and economic damages in an
amount not ascertainable at this time, to be proven at trial.

WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray for relief as set forth below.

/!
//
//
/!
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THIRTEENTH CAUSE OF ACTION

INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS
(Against All Defendants)

164. Plaintiffs repeat, realleges and incorporates all prior paragraphs by this reference as
though set forth in full herein.

165. The conduct of defendants toward plaintiff, as described herein, was outrageous and
extreme. The elements of the tort are: (1) outrageous conduct by the defendant; (2) intent to cause
emotional distress or reckless disregard of the probability of causing emotional distress; (3) severe
emotional suffering; and (4) actual and proximate causation.

166. Defendant made statements to plaintiff which caused him to rely upon the process which
was entirely controlled by defendant. As plaintiff continued in the process, he took defendant’s
representations in good faith and believed the representations were intended to help plaintiff arrive at the
final approval from Maywood granting plaintiff the ability of opening his business and performing
laboratory testing. Instead, defendant’s statements to plaintiff were made to induce reliance and also
confuse plaintiff so he would continue further into Maywood’s process thereby rendering plaintiff
increasingly vulnerable as he continued pursuing defendant’s misleading advice. Defendant’s wrongful
intent is manifest by requesting Mendoza to address four specific factors in his business and giving
Mendoza time to hire experts and otherwise prepare to address those factors. Instead of evaluating
plaintiff’s compliance with those factors, defendant rendered a denial before the meeting wherein which
the specific factors were to be addressed.

167. Defendant and defendant’s co-conspirators never intended on approving plaintiff’s
business plans. Defendant and defendant’s co-conspirators instead sought a monetary gain from plaintift]
- a business owner who was growing increasingly dependent upon his business plans earning
Maywood’s approval. When plaintiff did not comply with defendant’s extortion demand, his business
plan application was denied. The factors which were presented to cause plaintiff to comply with the
extortion demand were shown to be pretextual as they were never addressed within the meeting which
was scheduled to address these factors. The denial was pre-planned by defendants and issued prior to the

meeting in which the factors were to be addressed.
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168. A reasonable person would not expect or tolerate city officials and city workers giving
false information to potential business owners seeking to conduct business within the city limits. A
reasonable person would expect the city officials to have articulable and transparent criteria for business
owners to adapt for their business to open and succeed within the city.

169. A reasonable person would not expect or tolerate city officials and city workers seeking
monetary gain by holding a business approval away from a business owner under false pretext.

170. Defendant knowingly and purposefully caused plaintiff’s emotional distress given
plaintiff’s lack of control in his situation of paying for and adapting to all criteria for a business he
would never be able to open. Defendant and defendant’s co-conspirators used their apparent authority to
intimidate and slander plaintiff after he did not comply with their extortion demand.

171.  As aresult of the above-described contact, plaintiff was put at unnecessary risk of
financial vulnerability, shock, emotional distress, physical manifestations of emotional distress including
depression, anxiety, nervousness, loss of sleep and humiliation. Plaintiff has suffered and continues to
suffer by being prevented from performing daily activities and obtaining the full enjoyment of life.
Plaintiff may sustain loss of earnings and earning capacity and may incur expenses for medical and
psychological treatment, therapy and counseling.

172.  The actual and proximate cause of plaintiff’s emotional distress was Maywood’s
outrageous conduct. Plaintiff, having suffered damages, both general and special damages, in an amount
presently unknown.

173.  The wrongful acts of defendants were done maliciously, oppressively, fraudulently, and
in conscious disregard of the safety and health of the plaintiff.

WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray for relief as set forth below.

FOURTEENTH CAUSE OF ACTION

NEGLIGENT INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS
(Against all Defendants)
174.  Plaintiffs repeat, realleges and incorporates all prior paragraphs by this reference as

though set forth in full herein.
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175.  To prove a claim for negligent emotional distress, plaintiff must show: (1) defendant was
negligent; (2) plaintiff suffered serious emotional distress; and (3) the negligence caused the emotional
distress. (CACI No.1620).

176. Defendants, and each of them, had a legal duty to Mendoza and LA Labs, Inc. In
determining the existence of a duty of care in a given case, pertinent factors to consider include:
“foreseeability of harm to the plaintiff, the degree of certainly that the plaintiff suffered injury, the
closeness of the connection between the defendant’s conduct and the injury suffered, the moral blame
attached to the defendant’s conduct, the policy of preventing future harm, the extent of the burden to the
defendant and consequences to the community of imposing a duty to exercise care with resulting
liability for breach, and the availability, cost and prevalence of insurance for the risk involved.”
(Rowland v. Christian (1986) 69 Cal.2d 108, 113 [70 Cal.Rptr. 97].)

177.  The harm to plaintiff was foreseeable to the defendant because defendant held meetings
where in which plaintiff would disclose his personal and financial information for the purpose of gaining
approval of the plans. Defendant therefore had intimate knowledge of plaintiff and of plaintiff’s
business. Since defendant was informed continuously throughout the process, defendant was aware of
plaintiff’s exposure and that he would suffer financial and emotional injury if the process with which
plaintiff was involved was unfair, non-transparent, or was meant to harm plaintiff for gain to Maywood
officials. Defendant had control over the entire approval process and therefore defendant’s conduct is
directly connected to the injury suffered. Finally, defendant’s egregious conduct from defendant’s
position of authority over plaintiff and over business owners attempting to open a business within the
municipality cannot be understated. Trust in government institutions is eroded through a lack of
transparency. City officials, especially those who put forth criteria for which business owners make
expenditures to fulfil, must be held to standards of fairness. To hold defendant accountable to the basic
standards of fairness and transparency are strongly in the public and this community’s interest.

178.  Plaintiff experienced severe emotional distress from the level of care rendered by
defendants. Serious emotional distress exists if an ordinary, reasonable person would be unable to cope
with it. Defendant knew plaintiff’s investment. Defendant also knew plaintiff had lost his mother during

the period in which he was seeking the approval of his plans. Defendant additionally knew plaintiff was
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expecting his first child. The combination of all these factors while plaintiff was attempting to gain
approval in a rigged process is a level of emotional distress of which an ordinary, reasonable person
would be unable to cope.

179.  Because of the conduct of Maywood, as a direct and proximate result thereof, Mendoza
has sustained emotional distress, shock and injury to his nervous system, all of which was caused,
continue to cause, and will cause physical and mental pain and suffering, all to plaintiffs’ general
damage in a sum to be determined at the time of trial. Plaintiff suffers and continues to suffer severe
emotional distress as a result of the illicit activity, including, but not limited to, anxiety, fear,
nervousness, shock and worry.

WHEREFORE, plaintiff pray for relief as set forth below.

FIFTEENTH CAUSE OF ACTION

NEGLIGENCE
(Against all Defendants)

180. Plaintiffs repeat, reallege and incorporate all prior paragraphs by this reference as though
set forth in full herein.

181. The elements of a cause of action for negligence are historically established. The plaintiff]
must establish (1) defendant was negligent; (2) plaintiff was harmed; and (3) defendant’s negligence was
a substantial factor in causing plaintiff’s harm. (CACI No. 400).

182.  For direct tort liability of public entities must be based on a specific statute declaring
them to be liable, or at least creating some specific duty of care must be identified. (Eastburn v.
Regional Fire Protection Authority (2003) 31 Cal.4th 1175, 1183 [7 Cal.Rptr. 3d 552].)

183. A “public entity is liable for injury proximately caused by an act or omission of an
employee of the public entity within the scope of his employment if the act or omission would...have
given rise to a cause of action against that employee or his personal representative.” (Cal. Gov’t Code §
815.2(a)).

184. At all times mentioned herein, defendants, and each of them, had a special relationship

with plaintiff. Maywood maintained control over the process by which plaintiff was told to comply so
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that he could gain the approval from Maywood to open LA Labs, Inc. Defendants, through their actions
and statements, caused plaintiff to rely upon Maywood’s representations.

185. Defendants, and each of them, had a duty to take reasonable steps to inform plaintiff
concerning the risks in applying for approval which may not be granted. Defendant additionally had the
duty to take reasonable steps of informing plaintiff there may be factors which defendant would not
communicate to come to their final decision of whether to grant approval or not to plaintiff’s proposed
plans. Defendants, and each of them, owed a duty to plaintiff to avoid requesting additional information
and pre-conditions which contributed to plaintiff’s damages when those factors would not be considered,|
nor relevant in any way to the final rendering of the decision.

186. Defendants failed to exercise ordinary care in informing plaintiff of the risks associated
with approval process. Defendant failed to warn plaintiff he would be entering into a process which
regarded neither fairness nor transparency.

187. Defendants breached their duty to Mendoza by negligently and carelessly misinforming
Mendoza concerning material facts for which approval was granted or denied while negligently and
carelessly informing and encouraging Mendoza to incur additional damages so that he may be found by
defendant to be in compliance with their demands and requests.

188. It was reasonably foreseeable that by failing to perform any or all duties set forth herein,
plaintiff would incur substantial damages.

189.  As aproximate result of the negligence of defendants and each of them, plaintiff has
sustained general and economic damages, including severe emotional distress, lost sleep, a constant
feeling of insecurity and danger, exposure to criminal activity and deaths, burglaries, among others.

WHEREFORE, plaintiffs pray for relief as set forth below.

PRAYER
WHEREFORE, plaintiff prays for relief as set forth below:
A. Actual damages, statutory damages, punitive or treble damages, and such other
relief as provided by the statutes cited herein;

B. Retroactive rent abatement for the lease of 4000 East Slauson Avenue;
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C. Pre-judgment and post-judgement interest on such monetary relief;

D. Equitable relief;

E. The costs of bringing this suit, including reasonable attorneys’ fees; and

F. All other relief to which Plaintiffs may be entitled at law or equity.
Dated: October 23, 2020 DRE, A.P.C.

By:

Darren Richie
Kathleen Gadalla
Kristen J. Mason
Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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