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STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ
A Professional Corporation

Ray J. Artiano, Esq. (State Bar No. 88916)
LjubiSa Kosti¢ (State Bar No. 226668)

2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200

San Diego, CA 92106-6113

Tel: (619)232-3122

Fax: (619) 232-3264

Attorneys for Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO - CENTRAL BRANCH

STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, Case No. 37-2007-00076218-CU-DF-CTL

APC,
JUDGE: Judith F. Hayes
Plaintiff, DEPT: C-68
DATE: 1/9/09
V. TIME: 10:30 a.m.
MAURA LARKINS, and DOES 1-100, NOTICE OF LODGMENT IN
inclusive SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION

FOR SUMMARY ADJUDICATION

Complaint filed: 10/5/07
Trial date: 2/6/09

Defendant.

Filed concurrently:

1) Notice of Motion

2) Memorandum of Points and Authorities
3) Separate Statement of Undisputed Facts
4) Declaration of Daniel R. Shinoff

S) Declaration of Ray J. Artiano

COMES NOW Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC and hereby
lodges true and correct copies of the following Exhibits in support of its Motion for Summary
Adjudication:

L. Exhibit A:  True and correct copy of Plaintiff's Request for Admissions to
Defendant Maura Larkins, Set One.

"
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2. Exhibit B:  True and correct copy of Defendant's Responses to Requests for
Admission.

3. Exhibit C:  True and correct copy of excerpts of the deposition of Maura
Larkins, taken on June 16, 2008.

4. Exhibit D:  True and correct copy of correspondence sent from Defendant to
Daniel Shinoff, dated January 27, 2005.

5. Exhibit E:  True and correct copy of correspondence from Daniel Shinoff to
Defendant, dated January 28, 2005.

6. Exhibit F:  True and correct copies of e-mails from Defendant to Rabbi David
Kornberg, dated January 27, 2005, and January 28, 2005.

7. Exhibit G:  True and correct copy of correspondence from Defendant to Daniel
Shinoff, dated January 28, 2005.

8. Exhibit H:  True and correct copy of Maura Larkin's Verified Answer to
Unverified First Amended Complaint.

9. ExhibitI:  True and correct copy of Exhibit 2 to the deposition of Maura
Larkins', taken on June 16, 2008.

DATED: @% /# 200/ STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ
' A Professional Corporation

By; %
Ray J. Artiano

Ljubisa Kosti¢
Attorneys for Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO
SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC

Notice of Lodgment in Support of Plaintiff’s
Motion for Summary Adjudication
GADATA\7011\4\PL\S7055938. WPD
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STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ

- A Professional Corporation

Ray J. Artiano, Esq. (State Bar No. 88916)
Jeffrey P. Wade, Jr., Esq. (State Bar No. 196066)
Richard E. Romero, Esq. (State Bar No. 247056)
2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200

San Diego, CA 92106-6113

Tel: (619) 232-3122

Fax: (619) 232-3264

Attorneys for Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO - CENTRAL BRANCH

STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, Case No. 37-2007-00076218-CU-DF-CTL
APC,
JUDGE: Judith F. Hayes
Plaintiff, DEPT: C-68
V. PLAINTIFF’S REQUEST FOR
ADMISSIONS TO DEFENDANT
MAURA LARKINS, and DOES 1-100, MAURA LARKINS, SET ONE
inclusive
Complaint filed 10/5/07
Defendant. Trial date: None set
PROPOUNDING PARTY: Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC
RESPONDING PARTY: Defendant MAURA LARKINS
SET NUMBER: ONE (1)

YOU ARE HEREBY REQUESTED, pursuant to the provisions of Code of Civil
Procedure section 2033.010, et seq., to admit the truthfulness of each of the facts set forth below
and the genuineness of each document, a copy of which is attached to this Request.

REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 1:
Admit that YOU (for purposes of these Requests for Admissions, "YOU" or "YOUR"

: 5130}

i 1

Plaintiff’s Requests for Admission to Defendant Maura Larkins
@PFDesktop\::ODMA/WORLDOX/G:/DATA/TO /4/DY/ST039952. WPD
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refers to Defendant MAURA LARKINS) are the author of the website
http://www.mauralarkins.com.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 2:

Admit that YOU are the author of the website entitled “San Diego Education Report.”
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 3:

Admit that YOU created the website http://www.mauralarkins.com.
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 4:

Admit that YOU created the website entitled “San Diego Education Report.”
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 5:

Admit that the "homepage" for the WEBSITE (for purposes of these Requests for
Admissions, “WEBSITE” refers to the website http://www.mauralarkins.com, entitled "San
Diego Education Report") contains a "link" titled "Stutz Artiano Shinoff."

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 6: — |
Admit that YOU authored the section of the WEBSITE entitled "Judges and Prosecutors

are getting tired of lawyers who violate the law."
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 7:
Admit that YOU authored the statement on the WEBSITE that "Education Law Firms

Slammed by Federal Judge: Lozano, Smith uses same practices as Stutz, Artiano, Shinoff &
Holtz."
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 8:

Admit that the federal decision referenced in the section “Education Law Firms Slammed
by Federal Judge: Lozano, Smith uses same practices as Stutz, Artiano, Shinoff & Holtz”” made
no reference to Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 9: | |

Admit that the federal judge’s decision referenced in the section “Education Law Firms
Slammed by Federal Judge: Lozano, Smith uses same practices as Stutz, Artiano, Shinoff &

/1

2

Plaintiff’s Requests for Admission to Defendant Maura Larkins
@PFDesktop\::ODMA/WORLDOX/G/DATA/701 1/4/DVS7039952. WPD
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Holtz” made no reference to any of Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC’s
attorneys.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 10:

Admit that YOU authored the statement that “Stutz, Artiano, Shinoff & Holtz shares the
following characteristics with the law firm in the Moser case:
1. A culture of misrepresentation and deception exists at Stutz Artiano & Shinoff.

2. The firm clearly suffers from a lack of professionalism or a lack of understanding of the law.

3. Many of STUTZ's filings cannot be interpreted as anything other
than bad-faith attempts to mislead the court, obscure the real facts, and to obstruct and/or
harass the plaintiff, either to wear down the plaintiff or to win a victory that is clearly
unjustified by either the facts or the law.
4. While isolated errors or miss;tatements might be excused, given the size of the record, the
sheer volume of misstatements, the only reasonable inference that can be drawn is that Daniel
Shinoff, Jeffery Morris, Kelly Angell and many other Stutz lawyers intended to obstruct at every
step and stand education law, as well as labor law, the penal code, and the constitutions of
California and the United States, on their heads.”
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 11:

Admit that, in the section of the WEBSITE entitled "Judges and Prosecutors are getting

tired of lawyers who violate the law," YOU took excerpts from the Moser v. Bret Harte Union
High School District case and replaced the name of the Lozano Smith firm or its individual
attorneys with the names of Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC and its
attorneys.
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 12:

Admit that YOU authored the section of the WEBSITE entitled “WHEN PUBLIC
ENTITIES HIRE UNETHICAL LAWYERS.”
1

3 | 7€

Plaintiff’s Requests for Admission to Defendant Maura Larkins
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 13:

Admit that YOU authored the statement on the WEBSITE that “STUTZ, works hard to
make sure that LOTS of tax money goes to lawyers who:

A) preveﬁt legitimate investigations of problems in schools; and

B)  make sure that tax dollars do not go to victims."
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 14:

Admitthat YOU authored the statement on the WEBSITE that "Public officials who want

to keep the public in the dark call on Dan Shinoff and Mark Breese to keep witnesses quiet and
to finesse the paperwork."
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 15:

Admit that YOU authored the section of the WEBSITE entitled “GET OUT OF JAIL
FREE CARD?”

— REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 16:

Admit that YOU authored the statement on the WEBSITE that “The lawyers provided by
SDCOE Joint Powers Authority to Chula Vista Elementary School District, Daniel Shinoff,
Jeffery Morris, and Kelly Angell, as well as Stutz partner Ray Artiano, violated California law
in case after case.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 17:
Admit that YOU authored the statement on the WEBSITE that “Daniel Shinoff, Kelly

Angell Minnehan, Jeffery Morris and their law firm, Stutz, Artiano, Shinoff & Holtz took
$100,000s of taxpayer dollars to cover up crimes at Chula Vista Elementary Schdo] District.”
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 18:

Admit that YOU authored the section of the WEBSITE entitled “Why did Gallagher

suddenly leave his own firm, Stutz Gallagher in 2003?”
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 19:

Admit that YOU authored the statement on the WEBSITE stating that Robert Gallagher
left Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC in December 2003 after YOU

4

Plaintiff’s Requests for Admission to Defendant Maura Larkins
@PFDeskiop\::ODMA/WORLDOX/G/DATA/7011/4/DY/S7039952. WPD
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"wrote a letter to the firm in December 2003 detailing obstruction of justice by Daniel Shinoff
and Kelly Angell.”
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 20:

Admit that YOU -authored the section of the WEBSITE entitled “Thirty former Mira

Costa College officials agree with SD Education Report.”
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO 21:
Admit that YOU authored the statement on the WEBSITE that “Officials complain about

channeling enormous amounts of public funds to Attorney Daniel Shinoff.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 22:

Admit that YOU authored the statement on the WEBSITE that “My own personal opinion
is, if a public entity is doing business with Daniel Shinoff of Stutz, Artiano, Shinoff & Holtz,
that public entity is probably involved in dirty business.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 23:
Admit that YOU authored the statement on the WEBSITE that “Shinoff keeps important

documents locked up in his files, and presents perjured testimony.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 24:

Admit that the WEBSITE is located by the Google search engine when conducting an
internet search for “Stutz Artiano Shinoff & Holtz.”
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 25:

Admit that statements on the WEBSITE referring to. Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO
SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC are defamatory.
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 26:

Admit that statements on the WEBSITE referring to Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO

SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC are false.
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 27:

Admit that YOU knew that statements on the WEBSITE referring to Plaintiff STUTZ
ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC were false when you made them.

. 10

Plaintiff’s Requests for Admission to Defendant Maura Larkins
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 28:

Admit that YOU did not confirm the truth of the statements on the WEBSITE referring
to Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC prior to making them.
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 29:

Admit that YOU published statements on the WEBSITE referring to Plaintiff STUTZ
ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC.
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 30:

‘ Admit that YOU caused to be published statements on the WEBSITE referring to

Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC.
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 31:

Admit that YOU acted with malice in publishing statements on the WEBSITE referring
to Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC.
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 32:

Admit that YOU acted negligently in publishing statements on the WEBSITE referring
{ to Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC.
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 33:

Admit that YOU acted recklessly in puBlishing statements on the WEBSITE referring
to Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC.
" i
| 1/
i

6
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 34:

Admit that YOU authored statements on the WEBSITE referring to Plaintiff STUTZ
ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC.

DATED: _©5/ 3/ 0¢

STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ
A Professional Corporation

/Zé%_

J. Artiano
Je frey P. Wade, Jr.
Richard E. Romero
Attorneys for Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO
SHINOFF & HOLTZ, APC

7
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MAURA LARKINS
1935 Autocross Court
El Cajon, CA 92019
619 444 0065

Defendant in pro per

SUPERIOR COURT OF ATHE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF ) Case No. 37-2007-00076218-CU-DF-CTL

& HOLTZ, APC, ) Judge: Hon. Judith F. Hayes
Plaintiff, - ) Dept: 68
) Date s
) ¢ .
) DEFENDANT’S RESPONSES TO
) PLAINTIFF’S REQUEST FOR
Vs. ) ADMISSIONS (SET ONE)
)
MAURA LARKINS, )
and DOES 1 through 100, inclusive, )
Defendants. )

) TRIAL DATE: NOT SET
) CASE FILED: OCTOBER 5, 2007
) .

PROPOUNDING PARTY: - PLAINTIFF STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF &

HOLTZ, APC.
RESPONDING PARTY:-

SET NUMBER:

DEFENDANT, MAURA LARKINS
ONE

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

Responding Party has not fully completed an investigation of the facts related to

this case, has not fully completed discovery in this action, and has not completed

preparation for trial. All of the responses contained herein are made to the best of

1 *7\3 }@& 1%

Defendant’s Responses to Requests for Admission
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28

Responding Party’s knowledge and belief at present, and are based only upon such
information and documents as are presently available to and specifically known to
the Responding Party after a diligent search of the Responding Party’s records.

RESPONSES TO REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION

1. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and
without waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as
follows: admit.
2. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and
without waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as
follows: admit.
3. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and
without waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as
follows: admit.
4. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and
without waiving my rights to raise these obj ections in the future, I answer as
- follows: admit.
5.’Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwifhstanding this objection and
without waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as
follows: admit.
6. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this 6bj ection and

without waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as

follows: admit.

2

Defendant’s Responses to Requests for Admission
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7. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguoﬁs. Notwithstanding this objection and

without waiving my rights to raise thes¢ objections in the future, I answer as

follows: admit.

8. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and

without waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as

follows: adinit.

9. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and

without waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as

follows: admit.

10. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and

without waiving my rights to raise these obj ections in the future, I answer as

follows: admit

11. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. The statement is worded in a manner that could
be misinterpreted. The truth is that I searched the Moser v. Bret Harte Union Hi gh School
District decision for descriptions of attorney behavior that accurately described the
behavior of Plaintiff’s attorneys, and then stated that Stutz law firm attorneys had engaged
in those behaviors. Nétwithstanding this objection and without waiving my rights to raise
these objections in the future, I answer as follows: ,AdmAit.

12. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and without
walving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows: Admit

13. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and without

waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows: Admit

3

Defendant’s Responses to Requests for Admission
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14. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and without
waiving niy rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows: Admit
15. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and without
walving my rights to raise these objeétions in the future, I answer as follows: Admit
16. Objection(s): Vague anci ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and without
waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows: Admit
17. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this obj ection and without
waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows: Admit
18 Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and Withoﬁt
waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows: Admit
19. Objection: vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection, and without
relinquishing her right to raise these objections in the future, Defendant responds: I admit
that I wrote that Robert Gallagher left the firm after December 2003. 1 admit I wrote that T
sent a letter of complaint to Daniel Shinoff in December 2003. I admit that I wrote that Mr.
Gallagher left after I wrote a letter of complaint to his law firm. I wrote letters of |
complaint to Daniel Shinoff starting in December 2003, and I wrote other letters of
complaint in early 2004. In or about March 2004 I found out that Mr. Gallagher had
recently left the firm when Kelly Angell announced that information t6 J udge Nevitt.
20. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and without
waiving my ri ghts-to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows: Admit
21. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstandihg this objection and without

waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows: Admit

4

Defendant’s Responses to Requests for Admission
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22. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and without
wailving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows: Admit
23. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and without
waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows: Admit
24. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and without
walving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows: Admit
25.0bjection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection, and without
relinquishing her right to raise these objections in the future, Defendant responds:
Defendant denies l_:his statement. The statements on Defendant’s website referring to
Plaintiff are true, are about matters of public interest, and are about public figures, and are
therefore not defamatory.

26. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and without

waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows: Defendant

denies this statement. The statements referring to Plaintiff on Defendant’s website are true.

27. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and without
waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows: Defendant

denies this statement. Defendant believed that statements on her website were true when

she published them, and continues to believe that they are true. The few mistakes that have

been brought to her attention have been small errors of wording in statements that were
basically true, and in ﬁow few cases, immediate con'ectiohs were made as soon as
Defendant becanie aware of the errors. Plaintiff issued apologies for her mistakes. The
same can not be said for Plaintiffs, who have refused to correct and apologize for

statements they knew to be false.

5

Defendant’s Responses to Requests for Admission
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28. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and without
waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows:

Defendant denies this statement. Defendant did confirm the truth of statements on her
website before making them. Defendant spent thousands of dollars taking depositions and
compiling documents and other evidence and has proof of her statements.

29. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this obj ection and without
waiviﬁg my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows: Admit

30. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this 6bjection and without
waiving my rights‘to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows: Admit

3 1 Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and without
waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows:

Defendant denies this statement. Defendant has no malice toward anyone, and has
published true statements about matters of public interest in an effort to put an end to illegal
actions by lawyers, officials and employees of school districts in San Diego County, and to
stop the waste of $100,000s of taxpayer dollars, and to improve educatién and make the
environment in schools conducive to the cultivation of American ideals of government and
justicé. |

32. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and without
waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows:

Defendant denies this statement. Defendant todk great care to find out the truth before she

published it.

33. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and without

waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows:

6 : [ ¥4

Defendant’s Responses to Requests for Admission



= W N

(o= Ve N~ N = ) |

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

i

Defendant denies this statement. Defendant took great care to find out the truth before she

published it.
34. Objection(s): Vague and ambiguous. Notwithstanding this objection and without
waiving my rights to raise these objections in the future, I answer as follows: Admit

VERIFICATION
I, MAURA LARKINS, am the defendant in the above-entitled action. I have read the
foregoing responses to REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS to Defendant (Set One)
propounded by Plaintiff STUTZ ARTIANO SHINOFF & HOLTZ APC and know its
contents. The same is true of my own knowledge except as to those matters whxch are
alleged on mfomlatlon and belief, and as to those matters, I believe it to be true

I declare under penalty of perj ury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct. g \
June 27, 2008 W actha W’)

Defendant in pro per MAURA LARKINS

7

Defendant’s Responses to Requests for Admission
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they are true about Lozano. The judge says it is. I
believe them, but I don't know it through firsthand
knowledge. I do know through firsthand knowledge that
Stutz has done the things that the judge said Lozano
did.

Q. But in order to communicate that to the

public -- it was your intention to communicate with

the public through your Web site?

A Yes.

Q. You wanted to impart to the public

information about the Stutz firm?

A. Yes.

Q. You took verbatim portions of the order
against the Lozano Smith firm and cut and pasted those
portions on to your Web site?

A. I really think portion makes it sound bigger
than phrases. I think "phrases" is the correct word.

Q. You took specific phrases from the order?

A. Yes, ves.

Q. You took those phrases from the order
verbatim?

A. Yes.

Q. You put them on your Web site?

A. Yes. i

Q The only thing --

SCHULER COURT REPORTING - 858.518.1619

77
192



involved in a law firm that has more than one partner.

0. Other than you think that Mr. Gallagher
would or should have seen-your letter, do you know for
a fact whether he did? I am not asking you to
speculate about what he would have done, whether it
was a crime not to let him see it. I am asking you
whether you.know if he saw it or not.

A. I don't have firsthand knowledge. But maybe
- we could ask him.

Q. Now, No. 2 in this column about
Mr. Gallagher says, "My guess is that two things
motivated Gallagher," and No. 2 is, "He could not
tolerate the extreme lack of ethics.™"

Is it your intention there to communicate to

the public that the Stutz firm has an extreme lack of

ethics?

A. Yes.

Q. By‘the way, are you hoping that the Stutz
firm will get less business as a result of you
exposing us?

A. 1 actually would rather if you guys just_
straightened up and cobeyed the law.

Q. But what if we don't do that? Are you
thinking that you are going to have an effeéﬁ on our

business?
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22
23
24

25

commit perjury.

Q. Who said that?

A. Eddie Sturgeon, the judge -- the law, the
policy -- well, actualiy, it is not the law. It is
public policy, the courts.

Q. Is to allow perjury?‘

A. Not to allow civil torts regarding perjury.

Q. Okay. Understood. Now, at some point, did

you put on your Web site an order that was granted by

a federal judge against a law firm by the name of

Lozano Smith?

A. I don't know if I put the order. I wrote

about it.

Q. Did you, at some point prior to writing

about the order with respect to Lozano Smith, did you

read the order?

A. I have never read the entire order. I think

it's 80 pages or something.

Q. Did you have a copy of it, the order?

A. I never printed out the whole order.

Q. How did you find out about that order?

}i- It was on the Internet. It was a news

story. It was quite a scandal, apparently. People

don't know how corrupt public entity lawyers are.

When I saw that I thought, "Wow, Stutz is not the only
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one." I mean...

Q. Did you read a portion of the order, or did

yvou read a story about the order?

A. Well, I certainly did read stories about the

order. I glanced through the order, but I did not

~read it all.

Q. Did you then do.a search to see if there had

ever been any similar orders issued against the Stutz

firm by any judge ever, anywhere?

A. These orders are not just on the Intermet.

You would have to go to the court -- well, like if Jt

- is federal court you have to look on PACER. With

state court, you have to actually go down and find all

. their cases, which you can't search by attorney. You

would have to know what their cases are and look

through there. No, no, I had no way to do that.

Q. You mentioned PACER, that's the federal

- system?

A. Yes.

Q. and the order we're talking about with

Lozano Smith, that was an order in the federal court?

A.  Un-hmm.

Q. "True"?

A. .?Yeah. -

0. 'On the PACER system -- PACER, by the way, is
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-a database that's accessible online, and it keepg

irecords of the federal courts, true?

4, Yes.

Q. And the PACER . system does allow you to

- search by lawyer, does it not?

A. Yes.

-

Q. Did you do a search on any PACER database to

' see if any orders had been issued by any judge ever,

accusing the Stutz firm of unethical behavior?

A. No. I knew that from personal experience,

Q. Did you do a search to see if any'judge ever

agreed with your personal experience?

A. No. The whole point of this Lozano decision

- and the reason why it was so newsworthy is that judges

generally allow corrupt public attorneys to get away

~with all this stuff. It was newsworthy that for --

finally a federal judge said, "Heck with this noise.

You guys need to straighten up."

Q. Did the judge in the order that has to do

with the Lozano Smith firm, did that judge make these

general statements about how all public entity lawyers

22 || are corrupt and they all need to straighten up?

23 A. No.
L o
24 Q. That order was specific with respect to the

25 |l Lozano Smith firm and specific actions that specific
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lawyers in that firm took in a specific case, true?

A, Of course.

Q. Do you know if the Stutz firm participated

-in the case from which the order against Lozano Smith
emanated?

A, I am quite sure they did not.

Q. At some point in time, did you take portions
of that order about Lozano Smith and take out wherever
the judge had said Lézano Smith, and put in instead
the name of our firm, Stutz, Artiano, Shinoff and
Holtz?

A. I applied -- in my own words I am saying
that these certain things do apply to Stutz.

Q. No, no. I personally went on your Web site
at some point in time. I had prior to that time seen
the order against Lozano Smith. Then I saw the exact
same order or portions of it on your Web site, where
what it appeared to me you did, is took oﬁt the name
"Lozano Smith" and you put in "Stutz, Artiano, Shinoff
& Holtz" into the verbatim verbiage of, at least,
‘portions of that order?

A, I would say that you're -- what I did was, I
chose specific -- I did use the same wording, and I

chose specific things that I knew to be a fact to be

Crue about Stutz. I don't even know for a fact if
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1I|order.

2 A. Is there, good. Or it might be to an

4 || the order. There might be one lower, if you really
5 || want to see the order itself. No -- oh, wait a
6 || minute. No, it doesn't have a link. |
7 Q. It was not really what I was looking for
anyway. Let's go back.

According to you -- and this is from the
Web page here.

A. Yes.

favoritism toward unethical law firms such as
Stutz, Artiano,'Shinoff & Holtz, and Lozano Smith."
| So you believe that Judge Wanger's woids
describe exactly what Stutz, Artiano has been -
A. . Well, some of his words. Of course, you

know, the specifics of the case will be different.

for example, plaintiffs against school district.

3 || article. But the article probably will have a link to

Q. "Judge Wanger's words also exactly describe
what has happened in many San Diego cases, thanks to

San Diego Office of Education-Joint Powers Authority

But the method of attack, the manner of dealing with,

Q. Have you ever seen an order in which a judge

said that the Stutz firm was guilty of repeatéd

mischaracterizations of the law?
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A. Asked and answered.

0. I don't believe it has.

A. We talked about that. I think you have

asked it a couple of times, and I have answered it a

couple of times.

Q. Was I being specific about

mischaracterizations of the law? I want to break down

your statement.

A. Well, you asked me if I had looked for any

order by a judge against Stutz, and said no.

Q. Okay. Let me explain to you the asked and

answered objection. It is not an objection to say

that something you've told me before should inform my

opinion about it, because that may be true. I am

entitled to ask more specific questions, even if they

might be subsumed with prior answers. That's not

_asked and answered.

go what I want to know is, specifically,

have you ever seen an order that said that the Stutz

firm, or any lawyer in it, was guilty of repeated

mischaracterizations of the law?

A. Well, I am glad you are sitting down so you

don't fall off your chair in shock. No.

0. Please, it would have taken five seconds for

you to say "no," and we have had this long discussion.
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/It has really taken up a lot of time.

So, please don't do that. I am just trying

to get through some specific things. If we could cut

out the sarcasm and get the answers, we'll be --

A. But the question itself is really just meant

to take up time. If I have never seen any order by a

judge against Stutz --

Q. I don't want to argue with you. I just want

to go through these specifics.

A. Okay. If you want to waste time.

Q. Have you ever seen an order that

specifically said that the Stutz firm, or any lawyer

in it, made repeated misstatements of the record?

A. Obviously not, Mr. Kostic.

Q. Have you ever seen an order where a judge
said that the Stutz firm, or any lawyer in it, was
gquilty of frivolous objections to plaintiff's
statements of fact?

A. Are you talking about exact words?

Q. Anything to that effect.

A. Well, you know what, now that I am thinking
about this, there might have been some orders in my
case that said something similar to this.

Q. Something about the Stutz firm making

frivolous objections to your statement of fact?
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Mr. Shinoff. I don't remember anyone else, but there
were notes from other people in that set of 87.

Q. How did you determine that what was produced

to you was not éll of what Daniel Shinoff obtained at

the school?

A. Because it is ludicrous that he would skip

so many numbers when he was Bates stamping a set of

documents.

Q. Do you know who Bates numbered the documents

in question?

A I know it was somebody at Stutz Law Firm.

Q. How do you know that?

A. Because they were already Bates stamped when

Mark Bresee obtained them and -- yeah.

Q. How did you find out that the documents were

already Bates stamped by the time that Bresee obtained

them?

A. From my lawyer, Elizabeth Schulman.

Q. How did Ms. Schulman know whether the

documents had already been Bates numbered by the time

that Mr. Bresee obtained them?

A. I imagined that she knew that -- well, here,

it is~simple logic. If you were going to produce some

documents -- if Daniel Shinoff is going to give some

documents to Mark Bresee and they are not Bates
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stamped, well, naturally, Mark Bresee, if he's the one

that Bates stamps them, he is going to put them in

numerical order. But instead, there were a whole

:bunch of missing numbers. So, obviously, they were

;Bates stamped before they were cherry-picked.

Q. How do you know that Bresee did not have his

- staff number the documents and then take out ones that

“he thought you were not entitled to obtain?

I don't have any

A, I don't know for sure.

direct personal knowledge. Because I was not watching

him.

Q. Do you have any information about whether or

not Mr. Shinoff provided all 87 pages to Bresee, who

then cherry-picked them, or whether Shinoff just only

gave them half?

A. I believe that I talked about this at the

beginning of today's session, the early morning

session. I don't.

Q. So you don't know who removed the documents

~that you think are missing?

Q. Other than the numbering system, you would

not know that the set was. incomplete?

A. Exactly.

Q. So, in other words, you did not know what
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was originally provided to Shinoff or anyone else by

individuals at the school?

A. Exactly.

Q. We have subornation of perjury. We have
hiding documents.

What else had Stutz done thét is corrupt and
unethicél?

A. Well, maybe we should look at my Web site.

Q. Okay. Let's take a very quick break and
then we'll come back and we'll get the computer going,
and we are going to take a look at your Web site.

A. Okay. '

(Recess taken.)
BY MR. KOSTIC:

Q. Ms. Larkins, what we have done here now is I
put up a laptop and I am on the Intermet with it, and
we are at www.mauralarkins.com.

A.  Um-hmm.

Q. Are you able to see the screen okay?

A. Yes, I am.

Q. Let me know if at any time the glare gets in
your way. What I am gqing to do is from time to time
we are juét going to print a copy of what is on our
screen. I will have you confirm that it's a true and

correct copy, and we'll attach that as our exhibits.
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big April 4th meeting at the district.
Q. That is when he asked you to come back?
A. Yes.

Q. I have been very patient. I hope that you

would agree with me. What does all that have to‘do

with Stutz, Artiano suborning perjury?

A. Because it is obvious that he was lying.

Q. So our firm suborned perjury because we

L

should have known that one of our clients' witnesses

was lying?

A. All of your clients' witnesses were lying.

0. So what should we have done about that in

™

order to do right?

A. You should have told the district that they

had violated several laws and that they should say

they are sorry. Robin Donlan is the one that should

have been transferred. Some of these other

teachers -- and they finally did end up transferring

them a few yvears later, but they are still causing

trouble. There's another one of the Castle Park

. family that just got transferred a week ago. They are

still causing trouble.

Stutz Law Firm is largely responsible for

¥

thié,dvsfunctional school that has been caﬁsinq

problems for kids ever since these teachers went out
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of control and the district and CTA helped to cover up

their wrongdoing.

Q. Have you told me everything about why vou

think the Stutz firm suborned perjury?

A. No. It is just the evidence is massive. I

Jiaven't even gotten to these other two parts of your

question. You said, "Did they‘know that they would

say." Yes.

Q. How would they know what these witnesses

would say?

A. Because they prepared them beforehand.

Q. Did you participate in any of those

meetings?

A. No. But they referred to them during the

-

[depoSitions, like, you know -- it was real obvious

that they were -- it was real obvious that

Kelly Angell did not want Linda Watson to change her

testimony that day. But Linda Watson knew that her

phone records would reveal that she had just committed

Jberjury, and she just wanted to get it over with.

Boy, Kelly Angell -- it was real obvious that

Kelly Angell was -- didn't want her to change her

testimony to the truth.

Q. How about No. 3, what reason do you have to

believe that the Stutz firm would have any way to know

SCHULER COURT REPORTING - 858.518.1619

115
205



4Q§9‘y§s telling the truth?

A, Well, their obvious knowledge of guilt is --

' for example, hiding documents. They know the truth of

these documents that they have been hiding for all

these years. They never spoke to me when they were

supposedly doing the investigation after the original

tort claim. They didn't want to know the true story.

They never even -- they accepted this final

report from the district -- well, actually, it was not

called a final report, but it was the final'report.

It was this tentative report written -- given to me on

P

November 21st, 2001, and all it was, was the original

allegations. There was never any investigation. T

have looked at other Stutz cases in the files at _the

§uperior Court. Other schools, they actually do

~in.vestigations. They really do real investigations.

Q. Stutz does?

A. The schools did,
9. Oh.
A. I don't know if stutz encouraged them or

&

not. But they really are. I could see in those files

that some schools -- I am specifically thinking of

Grossmont Union High School District. T remember

seeing this investigation here. I don't think Stutz

N

was involved in it. But I was thinking, wow, you
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know, some school districts actually do investigations

and there is a paper trail.

So, obviously, Stutz knows about

investigations. Stutz knew what was not done in my

case and what should have been done, and Stutz did

nothing to remediate the problem.

Q. What I want to know is why do you think that

stutz knew what ac;ually'happened as opposed to

whether they inveStigated it or not?

A. It was really obvious. I mean, look -- for

<

example, all you do is have to look at the allegations

of my complete, insane behavior on March 27th, and

then look that I was asked to come back to work

without even a fitness for duty. And there was no

‘documentation of my being asked to come back to work.

The letter that I signed on that day, it

said, you know, "You are being suspended on

February 12th." This is the letter that was first --

saw the light of day on April 4th. Then as soon as I

' had signed that I received that letter where they were

suspending me retroactively, he asked me to come back

to work and made no paper trail about it.

- Stutz knew that, that there was no paper

trail. It was obvious that Rick Werlin was lying,

violating laws, and Stutz knew it.
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A. I don't think he did the paperwork.

Q. Okay.

A. She never did get arrested. I think right
now -- I think the warrant went stale, you know. It
was too old to be enforced.

Q. But this says that the Stuﬁz firm charged
the parent over $1,000, and what you have told me now
is that the court issued sanctions; is that right?

A. Yeah. I should change that.

Q. Okay. Because it is.not accurate, is it?.

A. No, it is mot. Let me change that. Okay.
This is the "change Stutz pageﬁ and it should say

"Vista Unified School District."

Q. "Obtained a court order sanctioning a
parent"?
A. "Obtained" -- yeah, "A court order charging

a parent over $,1,000 for sending a long document, $2
for a page." Okay. I will change that.

Q. All right. Now, I know we have been talking

gbout-it for quite some time. Do you know of any

specific instance when Dan Shinoff actuélly instructed

a client to have a parent arrested?

A. No.

Q. Now, are you able to help me get~to that

Lozano Smith order, where you took portions of it or
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will harm that persomn.

Q. WOn;t that just prove your case?

A. Oh, and you think I want to harm someone to
Prove your case? No, thank you.

Q. All right. So you are not going to provide
me with that information?

A. No.

Q. Which people has Daniel Shinoff had

arrested?
A. Claudia Houston spent a week in jail.
Q. - Why was she arrested?
A The reason given was, "disturbing the
school. "

Q. How do you know that Daniel Shinoff wag

involved -- well, no, no, let's back up.

Was Ms. Houston arrested right at the

A, Yeah, I believe so.

Q. - Who called the police?

A. I don't know.
Q

Whose idea was it to call the police?

A. I believe that the idea originated with

Daniel Shinoff. It is sort of like with my brother.

Joseph Hogan. It was his idea that my sister-in-law

call the police on me to get me arrested.

SCHULER COURT REPORTING - 858.518.1619

159
7 ¢

09



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

Q. How did you find that out?

A. She said so. She told neighbors, and he

admitted it.

Q. Now, has Dan Shinoff admitted to you that he

said that the school should have Claudia Houston

arrested?

A. One thing Dan Shinoff is good at is not

admitting the truth.

Q. So he has admitted something like that to

Xpu?
A. No.

Q. Okay. So we have eliminated that. Now, has

anvbody told vou that Dan Shinoff said that they

should try to get Claudia Houston arrested?

A. Dan Shinoff has a pattern of behavior. The

school districts who work with Dan Shinoff are

obviously encouraged to behave in this mamner.

When I was taken out of my classroom, there

was a lot of my stuff, a lot. After 27 years of

teaching, you accumulate quite of bit of learning

materials and science equipment and all sorts of books

and other things.

There was a huge amount of my personal

H

possessions that were basically'convérted by

Chula Vista Elementary School District. They put it

SCHULER COURT REPORTING - 858.518.1619

160
210



in a warehouse. I figured, you know, they didn't want

me coming there.

So I sent my husband. You know, he is a

nice-looking guy, yvou know; shirt and tie, slim, trim

You really don't look like someone who goes around,

you know, being violent. He looks very, very much the

same.

He goes up to Chula Vista School District

and says, 'you know, "I would like to get my wife's

§tuff out of the warehouse." You know, the warehouse

is just like 100 yvards away. Richard Werlin calls the

_police on him. He said, "You can't have that stuff

until your wife comes in for a meeting." The

policeman approached him with his hand on his gun.

This kind of abusive tactic, utilizing law enforcement

to help them get away with wrongdoing.

In the case of Claudia Houston -- well, it's

pretty nasty what they to her --

Q. Should we click on the 1ink? Would that

give us more information?

A. It might, yeah. Yeah, I think there are

some pages down below, some scanned court documents.

Oh, yeah, this one is funny. This one is really

funny. In his deposition, Ray Artiano said that no

one but me had ever complained about Stutz' ethics.
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Just less than three months before he made

this statement under ocath, these documents -- that you

will see down below here, had been filed by

Claudia Houston where she accuses Daniel Shinoff

_personally of tortious interference.

Q. Let me see if I can get us back on track.

@bll, when Richard Werlin called the police

on your husband, do you have any reasoh to believe

that Mr. Werlin first consulted Dan Shinoff?

A. No. I think it is -- let me see, when was _

/that? Oh, I remember when that was. That was

October.

Q. Do you see how that was not part of my

guestion when it occurred, where I asked you if

Mr. Werlin consulted with Dan Shinoff and you said no?

Because really that is all I am interested in, is

whether you have any reason to believe that they

- consulted.

‘

A. But, Mr. Kostic, dates are important as far

"1

as figuring out when Mr. Shinoff became involved.

Q. I am not interested right now in knowing

when Mr. Shinoff became involved. You already told me

that. All I needed to know was whether you had any

| reason to believe that Mr. Werlin called Mr. Shinoff

to see if he should call the police to intimidate your
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A. I already answered that question.

I know. That's what I'm saying.

Q.
A. But then you asked --
Q.

So now I would like to go on to the next

t

one. I have not asked any other question. I don't

Jwant you to tell me that I am cutting vou off, because

I'm not. T just want to go on to my next question.

A. ' Oh, you know, maybe I am imagining things.

P

But I thought that you asked if -- well, I thought

that it was important whether Rick Werlin and Shinoff

had talked before that date.

Q. Okay.

<

A. Before the police were called.

Q. I would have expected that if you had any

c

reason to believe that they did, that you would have

told me so.

A. I was trying to figure out the dates.

Q. But what I want to know is whether you know

if the two of them spoke about having the police come

out to intimidate your husband. I am not interested

in inferences of if Dan was ever involved. I want to

know if you know that; you heard it from someone; you

(overheard a conversation; you saw a piece of paper,

things of that sort?
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A. Well, see, now you are just being silly.

Obviously there would have been no way for them to

“know that my husband was going to come.

So the way you framed the question is way

OO narrow.

But the question about whether Shinoff had

given encouragement to Rick Werlin to use the police

|| to intimidate people whom the district wanted to

intimidéte, I thought that was a worthwhile question.

I was trying to figure out if they had indeed already

conferred about my case.

Q. How would you know if they conferred about

your case?

A. By the timeline.

Q. So you would assume they conferred about

vour case if Mr. Shinoff had become involved by that

time?

A. Mr. Shinoff went around interviewing just

about every teabher at Castle Park in the fall of

2001. Obviously he would have interviewed Werlin

first. This event with my stuff, I believe that was

happening right about at the same time. So the dates

here are very close together.

Now, if Rick Werlin got involved on

October 4th -- you know what, I don't think
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Rick Werlin and Shinoff talked before the date that my

husband went down there. I think it happened before

October 4th.

Q. That eliminates, in your mind, the potential

that Dan Shinoff was the one who éncouraqed

Rick Werlin to have the police come out to intimidate

your husband?

A. Well, in this case, specifically. Although,
C

he could have talked to him about him to many other

people.

Q. Certainly, you don't personally know whether

Mr. Shinoff ever said anything; I mean, that is to

say, you never heard Mr. Shinoff say anything to

Mr. Werlin to the effect?

A. No, hmm-um.

Q. With Claudia Houston, how do you know that

Mr. Shinoff is the one who gave the advice to have

this woman arrested?

A, I don't know that he specifically advised

them to have this person arrested. I just know that

he creates an attitude in school districts that it is

fa good idea to use law enforcement to intimidate

people who complain.

Q. In what instances other -- okay, so we have

already talked about Claudia Houston.
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What other instances do you know where

Mr. Shinoff advised his client or clients to use law

enforcement to intimidate people who complain?

A. This David Alberts case, I would have to go.

read the article. Shinoff spoke to the press about

the David Alberts case.

Al

Q. Was David Alberts arrested?

A. Yes, he was arrested. I believe it was at

Helix High School. He was complaining about a coach.

Shinoff seemed to think that that was a good thing to

have him arrested, when he was talking to the press.

Q. So Mr. Shinoff openly in the ﬁress said that

he thought that it was appropriate for Mr. Alberts to

have been arrested?

A. Yes.

Q. There's a record of what Mr. Shinoff said?
A. Yes.

Q. So, agaim, how do we know that itvis a

favorite tactic of Mr. Shinoff to have people

arrested?

A. Because if he didn't like it, he would

discourage them from it and say, "You know, maybe we

should stop arresting so many parents."

Q. We have Lindsey Stewart, David Alberts. Do

you know if Mr. Shinoff -- aside from what he said
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_|:after the arrest -- do you know if Mr. Shinoff advised

~anyone to have David Alberts arrested before it was

- done?

A, I don't know.

Q. How about Lindsey Stewart, what happened in

- that case?

A. She went kind of nuts and she sent a

 600-page fax. So the district -- let's see, was that

Poway -- yeah, that was Poway, asked that she be

sanctioned -- and this is a parent who has nothing, no

money, nothing, that she be sanctioned.

They said, "You know, the lawyers charge $2

per page to the school district for faxes received."

So the lawyefs charged the school district

$1,300-something because she sent this

600-something-page fax.

So the court granted the sanctions against

Lindsey Stewart. When she refused to pay, they got a

warrant -- a $25,000 warrant for her arrest.

Q. Who is "theY"?

A. The school district.

0. Was the Stutz firm involved with that, do

yvou know?

A, Well, Shinoff --

Q. In obtaining the warrant?
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A. I don't think he did the paperwork.

Q. Okay .
\%——__—

A. She never did get arrested. I think right

now -- I think the warrant went stale, yvou know. It

was too old to be enforced.

Q. But this says that the Stutz firm charged

the parent over $1,000, and what you have told me now

is that the court issued sanctions; is that right?

A. Yeah. I should change that.

Q. Okay. Because it is not accurate, is it?

L. No, it is not. ILet me change that. Okay.

_This is the "change Stutz paqe" and it éhould'say

"Vista Unified School District.™

Q. "Obtained a court order sanctioning a

parent"?

A. "Obtained" -- vyeah, "Avcourt order charging

a parent over §$,1,000 for sending a long document, $2

for a page." Okay. I will change that.

Q. All right. Now, I know we have been talking

about it for quite some time. Do yvou know of any

specific instance when Dan Shinoff actually instructed

a client to have a parent arrested?

A. No.

Q. Now, are you able to help me get—to that

Lozano Smith order, where you took portions of it or
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question, I have a right to give a full answer.
Q. Okay. I thought you had.
A. I had not.
Q. Okay. Which question are you answering now?
A. We are talking about the fact that the
district probably would not have suffered any negative
repercussions if it had just admitted, "Yeah, we have
these arrest records."
"This woman, Kathleen Elton, said that
Maura Larkins was violent and had a gun and had
psychological problems. So naturally we were
concerned. If this was true, we could have had a
Columbine-style massacre at Castle Park Elementary."
No one would have -- I don't think there
would have been any negative repercussions for
Chula Vista if they had admitted the truth.

Instead they paid hundreds of thousénds of

dollars and forced people to commit perjury to cover

up the truth.

Q. Have you ever seen Stutz, Artiano, Shinoff &

Holtz bills with respect to this payment of hundreds

of thousands of dollars -- I presume you mean that

Chula Vista Elementary School District paid our firm

hundreds of thousands of dollars to cover ﬁp this

obtaining of arrest record?
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A.. As a matter'of.fact, I did a public records

request for just those documents to Diane Crosier, and

she gave me a few bills.

It was very interesting, like she'd skip a

month here and skip a month there, and then she WQUIH

not give any after a certain point. She -is obviously

covering up things.

S0 that is the answer. That is how many

' bills I have seel.

‘Q.' So you think you have seen some but not all?

A. I know I have seen some, and I know I have

not seen all.

Q. The ones you saw, did you tally them up to

. see what they added up to?

A. No, they did not add up to much.

Q. How do you know that the school district

paid our firm hundreds of thousands of dollars to

| defénd,your case?

A. It is én estimate. 1 am allowed‘to make

% estimates, right?

Q. It depends. We will talk about that a
: little bit later.

A. Bm I wrong?

Q. About what?

A.  About them paying Stutz, Artiano hundreds of
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A. Sure.

Q. I did print it this morning, and you have
not made any changes. So we'll just have a record of
it.

Do you want to review this to see if it's
what we're looking at? |

A. No. T trust you -- I mean, in that respect.

Q. Now, there is a left-hand column here and it

says, "Why did Bob Gallagher leave his own firm,

Stutz Gallagher, in early 2004."

Do you know why Mr. Gallagher left our firm?

A. I have a pretty good hunch.

Q. What is that?

A, I think that he was concerned that Stutz was

on a slippery slope going down to really illegal

behavior, and he wanted to get out.

Q. SO your understanding is that Mr. Gallagher

instigated the separation between the two parties?

A. Yes.

Q. Have you ever talked to anybody about the

reasons why -- well, no, let's try to hone it.

Have you spoken to Mr. Gallagher about why

Ae left the Stutz firm?

LA, No.

L

Q. I have kind of glanced through here, and T
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know there is a discussion where you apparently asked

Ray Artiano why Bob Gallagher left the firm?

A. Yeah. That was good, wasn't it?

Q. Why was that good?

A. Well, it was so funny because he was a --

Gallagher was a founding partner with Mr. Artiano and

Mr. Artiano kept referring to him as a "former

employee."

Q. Did Mr. Artiano tell you why Mr. Gallagher

left the firm?

A. No.

Q. Other than your hunch that you described to

_me, do you have any actual information from any source

whatsoever that would inform you as to whether

Mr. Gallagher left because he wanted to or if he left

because he was asked to leave, and whether there was

any connection with this slippery slope toward illegal

behavior that you described?

A. Well, one thing that gave me some insight

into: the whole situation -- in fact, it was the way I

found out that he had left -- was in my case,

Kelly Bngell stood up and before Judge Nevitt one day

early in -- I think it was 2004, and said that

Robert Gallagher was no longer with the firm and that

it was now called "Stutz, Artiano'" instead of "Stutz,
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Gallagher."

;
i

I thought that was interesting that she

would say, you know, "Robert Gallagher is no longer

with the firm." T had the suspicion that

Mr. Gallagher insisted that Judge Nevitt be told that

Robert Gallagher had nothing to do with this case.

Q. Other than your suspicion from hearing

Ms. Angell talk when she had made this announcement,

is there any other reason why you have a suspicion

that Robert Gallagher insisted that everybody be told

that he had nothing to do with that case?

A. I didn't say everybody. Why do you keep

coming up with these things? I said Judge Nevitt.

Q. Okay. Judge Nevitt.

A. That is a long way from everybody.

f

Q. Is there any other reason why you thought

that?
——————

A, Yes. Because I had just sent in a complaint

Py

to thée firm shortly before that, telling them that

Dan Shinoff was obstructing justice.

Q. So you sent in a complaint that Dan Shinoff

was obstructing justice. Who did you addreés it to?

A. I thiﬂk I addressed one to the firm itse1f

and another to -- I think the partners. -

Q. How long before the hearing at which
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Kelly Angell told Judge Nevitt that Mr. Gallagher was

no longer with the firm did you send in your

complaint?

A. Cduple of months, maybe less.

Q. Do you know the date on which Mr. Gallagher

officially left our firm?

A. No...

Q. Do you know if Mr. Gallagher ever saw your

ccomplaint to the firm?

A. The only way he would have -- a partner in

the firm would not have seen the complaint that the

firm itself was obstructing justice -- is if somehow

| maybe Shinoff intercepted the complaint'énd kept it

from him. I don't think that happened.

Q. Right. I am not asking you to speculate

qbout what happened. I am asking youhwhether you know

_if Mr. Gallagher saw your letter.

A. I think it's an absurd question. Of course

Mr. Gallagher, a partner, would see a letter claiming

that the firm -- a compliant to the firm that one or

_more of its lawyers were obstructing Justice.

Q. Have you ever been a part of a law firm?
A. I believe I mentioned that at the beginning,
that not only have I -- well, no, I guess I could have

been part of it.
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Q. Thanks.

A. Is that all you care about is if you get
sued? - Don't you care about violating the law?

Q. Do you believe I am violating the law?

A. I think you're complicit. This is malicious
prosecution.
Q. That's fine. Are you going to sue me later?

A. Malicious prosecution is against the law,
yes.
Q. Why do you believe that this prosecution is
. malicious?

A. Because you know very well that what I say

on my Web site is true.

Q. Do you think there is any'possibility'that‘I
believe that this is a very ethical firm and that I
truly care fof the people I work with and find them to
be very ethical individuals who care about the truth,
land that I am outraged and shocked by the things that
you say about us.

Is that a possibility?

A. That is a possibility. But only if you are
delusional.

Q. By "delusional," do you mean I have. to be

mentally ill to think that?

A. People, I think, can have selective -- I
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the Web site is very important and very true. TIf you
want to compare my little mistake about putting Stutz

instead of Vista Unified School District -- which

takes its orders from Stutz -- and compare that to the

huge unethical, illegal, and criminal actions of

' Stutz, you are just being ridiculous. - There is no

comparison.

Q. Okay. All right. So you think that if we
prove that specific things on your Web site are false,
you think that it is still a malicious action because
these are minor details? As long as the gist of it
all is true, it doesn't -- .

A. Absolutely. Because you could have just
asked me to change that one word, you know, change
Dan Shinoff to V.U.S.D., and I would have done it.
You didh't need to file a lawsuit.

Q. Well, what if I asked you to get rid of all

statements about the Stutz firm from your Web site,

you would not be willing to do that, would you?

A. Absolutely not.

Q. Unless we get a court order to prevent you

from doing that, you are going to continue to make

statements about Stutz, Artiano, Shinoff & Holtz to

put them in a negative light?

A. No. T make statements that are true to help
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the people who are paying for your work, for public

.entities, know the truth about how their money is

being used, and how their public entities are

committing wrongdoing to benefit individuals instead

of the public.

Q. Okay. Unless a court tells yoﬁ to stop

doing that, you are going to continue?

A. Well, there are other possibilities. I

gfmdld not say that that's a true statement.

Q. Do you have any intentions of taking down

the statements about Stutz, Artiano, Shinoff & Holtz

from your Web site anytime in the near future?

A. You know, I am glad you asked me that.

Z

Because I was just thinking -- night before last, I

was thinking about what to do with this case. Really

“ighat I want to accomplish is to help education.

Education is what I care about.

1 was thinking I think that I actually have

some ideas what could help fix the horrible, horrible

situation in our educational system, where we produce

-2 huge percentage of the population that can't make a

living.

Q. Have you considered running for public

office?

A. Please let me finish. I really -- this is
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something real important.

Q. I could have sworn that you did. We have a

Xideo that will show there was at least a five-second

comparison.

A. Yeah, okay.

Q. I am very sorry, I assumed you were done.
A. Also, it is -- what possible relevance does
that have?

Q. I am trying to explore whether or not there

is any possibility that you are going to take down

what we believe are defamatory statements. When I

asked you if you have any intention:of doing it, you

said -- you went off on the side on me, started

talking about how you really just want to help

education. I would like to keep us focused.

<

But to the extent you need to tell me about

how you want to help education, I am wondering how

'you're-gOing to do that. Because I need to know if

it's going to continue to involve statements about my

law firm on the Web site. That's all I am interested

in.
<0

A. . If you will help education, I will consider

P

[taking off my -- Stutz off my Web site.

Q. How do we do that?

A. I want help with fixing Castle Park
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Elementary. It just <- it is horrible there:

Q. What is wrong with Castle Park Eiementary?

A. The teachers have been forced by not just
Stutz, but the California Teachers Association and the
district, to cover up crimes. They have actually been
made ill. For example, one of the teéchers involved
was Nikki Perez. She was not responsible for
initiating actions against me, but she was and
supporting the cover up.

Anyway, when I last knew her in 2001, she
didn't have parents complaining about her. She was a
popular teacher. She téught first grade, and it
seémed to me that she was doing just great. Then
there were these horrible things that the teachers did
against/me. It was like they just had to -- it was
like it turned the school into Salem, Massachusetts.
They had to act paranoid and hostile, and they did
such harm to children. It was just such:a bag thing.
Then -- let's see, I left in 2001. It was

not until 2004 that the district finally said, "You
know, the school is out of control," and it sure was
not my fault. ‘This was three years after I had left.
They transferred five teachers out of the school .
Jo Ellen Hamilton -- no, no, it wasn't Jo Ellen

Hamilton. She left later. Robin Donlan was one of
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In acknowledgment of the 60t anniversary of the liberation of
Auschwitz, Gerhard Schroeder recently pointed out that the loss of moral
inhibitions has a history; groups of people have desired it; it is not a matter
of a single evil person.

That is certainly true of the events at Castle Park Elementary during
the past decade. Schroeder wonders if the lessons of history have been
taught widely at all. They certainly have NOT been taught at Castle Park
Elementary. The school board is preventing any such learning from taking
place.

As Ellis Cose said, in “Learning to Heal,” Newsweek, April 12, 2004, it

is better to confront the past outright than to risk being forever haunted by
its ghosts. There is a new resolve on the part of many—individuals and

nations alike—to fearlessly face the truth. This resolve is fueled by a sense

that the future is hostage to the past.
This resolve has propelled troubled societies to ask, as they put

together truth commissions, whether, if they can come to terms with their

history, they can happily embrace a new day.
Reconciliation and healing require

transformation—of individuals and. where
countries are concerned, of the very norms of

society.
“Never again” is not a plan, it’s a prayer. A prayer that we will

see the connections from one atrocity to another. that we will see

bigoted demagogues exactly for what they are, that we will turn

against those who scapegoat others.
I agree with Ellis Cose that getting people to focus on wrongs

unfolding in dark corners is anything but easy to do. Wrongs are still
unfolding at Castle Park, and it is the children who are suffering, as
they have during years past. The demagogues, who include Gina
Boyd, are working to prevent the truth from being told. and to
prevent the anger from subsiding.

Thanks to our justice system, the truth about what happened at
Castle Park has been revealed. But CTA and District lawyers have
succeeded so far in preventing a trial of the facts, and have won a
protective order preventing depositions from being revealed.
Thankfully, those depositions are not necessary to demonstrate the
truth. The truth will be revealed. But how much more damage will
be done to children before CVE, CTA and the CVESD school board
finally give up their hopeless battle to hide the truth?
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Rabbi David Kornbsrg _ _
From: | pubiicgood92102@cox nat

Sent: Thursday, January 27, 2005 4:35 PM
To: - ~ Rabbi David Komberg

Subject: : The suffering of gentiles and Jews

January 27, 2005

~ To: Rabbi Kormberg
From: Maura Larkins
1935 Autoeross CT
El Cajon, caA 92019
619 444 0065

I wrote the article below as part of an effort to help Chula Vista Elementary School )
District re-acquire the moral inhibitions it has lost. : .

‘One member of your congregation, Daniel Shinoff, is directly involved in tha ‘legal
quagmire at. CVESD. Perhaps you could remind your congregqation .that when a government _
entity arbitrarily takes away the rights of any individual, the rights of every individuai-
under the power of that entity are in danger. And when the laws of the land are regularly
abused to protect the guilty, the entire justice system of the land ix compromised. -

In acknowledgment of the 60th anniversary of the liberation of Auschwitz, Gerhard
Schroedér recently pointed out that the loss of moral ‘inhibitions has a historys; groups of
. people have desired it; it is not a matter of a single evil person. -

That is certainly true of the events at Castle Park Elementary during the past decade.
Schroeder wonders if the leasons of history have been taught widely at all. They.
certainly have NOT been taught at Castle Park Elementary. The school board is preventing
apy such learning from taking place. , ‘ .

As Ellis Coze gsald, in "Learning to Heal, " Newsweek, April 12, 2004, 1t is better to
confront the past outright than to risk being forever haunted by its ghosts. There is a
new resolve on the part of ‘many<individuals and nations alike<to fearleszly face the
truth. This resolve is fueled by a sens¢ that the future is hostage to the past.

This resolve has propelled troubled societies to ask, as they put together truth
commissions, whether, if they can come to terms with their history, they can bappily
ewbrace a new day. . '_ ' - o
Reconciliation and healing require transformation<of individuals and, where countries are
concerned, of the very noms of society. o ) . ’
"Never again™ is nhot a plan, itis a prayer. A PRAYER THAT WE WILL SEE THE CONNECTIONS
FROM ONE ATROCITY TO ANGTHER, that we will see bigoted demagogues ‘exactly for what they
are, THAT WE WILL TURN AGAINST THOSE WHO . SCAPEGOAT OTHERS.

I agree with Ellia Cose that getting people to focus on wrongs unfolding .in

dark corners is anything but easy to do., Wrongs are still unfolding at . )
Castle Park, and it is the ¢hildren who are auffering, as théy have ~during years past.
The demagogues, who include the teachers association president and California Teachers
Association, are working to prévent the truth from being -told, and to prevent the anger
from subsiding. ) o ' . o

Thankx to our justice ayatem, the truth about what happened at Castle Park has been.
revealed. But CTA and District lawyers have succeedéd so far in preventing a trial of the
facts, and have won a protective order preventing depositions from being revealed.
Thankfully, those depositions are not hecessary to demonstrate the truth. The truth will
be revealed. But how much more damage will be done to children ‘before CVE, CTA and the
CVESD school board finally give up’ their hopeless battle to hide the truth? ‘

Here*a a bit more information-in a neszage I =xant out today:

-On -February 12, 2005, it will be FOUR YEARS since Gina Boydv approved CVESD?s decision to
remove a teacher from her classroom due to SECRET AND ANONYMOUS allegations, anmd to commit
a CRIMINAL violation of Labor Code section 432.7. ’ ' o
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In blissful barmony, -CVE and CVESD then proceeded to violate the Education Code, the Penal
. Code, and, with the help of Jim Groth, several articlea of the Contract. During thesze
past years, Gina Boyd cama close ta resigning due to préssure from CVE members who

objected to her violations of criminal and civil law and the Contract.

But lawyers and officers of CTA and CVESD weren*t about to let the law influence events in
Chula Vista! ' "

“There appears to be no teacher in Chula Vista with the strength of character to challenga
Gina- Boyd. : T .

So on this happy occasion, let us wish continuing happiness to THE SCHOO,L BOARD, to GINA,
and to THE CVE BOARD, as .t ey all look forward to FOUR MORE YERRS of covering up 1llegal
activitiest ‘ .

" Maura Larkins
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Rabbi David Kornberg —

From: ' publiogood82102¢pcox.net |
 Sent: Friday, January 28, 2005 10:15 AM

To: Rabhi David Komberg

Subject: Shinoff, Larkins and the Holecaust

I recejved an angry letter from Daniel Shinoff tédhy_; abusing me for making analogies to
the Holocaust. This is what I wrote back. :

Jandaxy 28, 2005 _
To: Daniel Shinoff o :
From: Maura Larkins ’ o by fax only to: 619 232 3264

The horrors of the Holocaust should never be forgotten. I remember I first came across an
article about the Holocauat when I was nine years old.. I had naver been told about it. I
had been taught that the Jews were Godls chosen people, that they alone kept faith with

- Him for thousands of years. I went to my mother and showed her the article, demanding an
explanation for what had happemed. If this is what happened to Godis chosen people, I
wondered, how could I count on God to protect me? ) :

. Bvil is incremental, Mr. Shinoff. It starts small, and grows.

Even if I am a gentile, Mr. Shinoff, I deaerve respect as a human being, and you have
.pever given that to me:. You have never believed that I degerved the protection of the
laws of the United States, the laws of California or the protection of the Contract with
CVESD. Your law firm has falsely alleged that 1 was "irrational.™ Your law firm has

" preasured teachers to , . '
commlt perjury in order to deprive me of my rights. You have instructed

CVESD to obstruct justice. Your behavior in this case, and in rany others, has been vile.
You should be ashamed of yourself, . ‘

When a government entity arbitrarily takes away the rights of any individual, the righta
of every individual under the power of that.entity are in danger. And when the laws of )
the land are regularly abused to protect the guilty, the entire justice system of the land
is compromised. S ' i

“At Castle Park, it is Mexicans and bilingual -teachers who are marginalized, not Jews, But
juast about every group in the world has been a victim of xenophobia at some time. The
liet of attempted genocides in human history is disgracefully long. '

Shouid we wait until a goverm-nent gtarts rounding paople up before we do
something? Recent history, in Bosnia, Koscvo, Rwanda, Somalia and Sudan
shows that we wait longer than that. I invite you to join me in opposing the

dehumanization of any human being simply because that pexson is perceived as being
different. ) : '

-

I invitga you to ait down and talk to me in order to come up with a way to end hoatilities
- Betwean you and me. T would think a mediator should be present. Perhaps we can salvage
both our careers, C ; ‘
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Rabbi David Komberg

" From: - publicgood92102qpcox net
Sent: Thursday, January 27, 2005 7:37 PM
To: Rabbi David K¢

Subject: Maybe you could help

Dear Rabbl Kornberg:

I have been amazed at the inability of so many intelligent people Who are involved in.my
legal case who, out of apparent pride, stubbornness and insensitivity to the harm they are
doing to others, have mired themselves degper and deéper into a moral morass of their own
making during the past four yeara. I have calendared-a court date to name Daniel Shinoff-
as a-defapdant in my obstruction of Justice casea. He c¢an probably escape civil liability,
but he might not keep his license to practice law. ) . ’

It is puzzling to me that Daniel Shindéff has never offered to settle this case, I believe
this matter could easily be settled 1€ Mr. Shinoff would simply talk it over with someone
who is able to set aside pride, and simply figure out a solution that would be to every
one's advantage. Mr. Shinoff refuses to talk to me. You might be:able to salvage his
career if you would help him come up with a solution to this messa, -

Maura Larkins
619 444 0065
1935 Autocroass CT
El Cajon, CA 92019

-
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To: Daniel Shinoff ] . -
From: Maura Larkins o by fax only to: 619 2323264

PAGE e1/81

N

Viktor Frankel said that one of the tragedies of the Holocaust was that "the best of
us did not survive.* : C : x
e The result of genocide is often- survivors who are tough as nails, and focused on
" survival. As William Butler Yeats argued, regarding the survivors of another genocide in
Europe (one-third to one-half of the targeted population killed in 1649, and again one-
‘half in the 1840%), survivors of unlimited horror are not to be judged: '

Too long a suffering can' make a stone of the heart.
When will it suffice? '
That is heaven's part.

Our part; to whisper name upon ramne,

as a mother names her child...

I find the Jewish conécpt of thie "mensch” to be one of the most practical spiﬁ'tual 4

concepts human beings have comie up with, But when you're focused on trying to
survive, whether as an individusl or a group, it can be ha;'d to focus on such things, can't

1?
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-To: Daniel Shinoff _ '

From: Maura Larkins : by fax only to: 619232 3264

Viktor Frankel sald that one of the tragedies of the Holomust was that 'the best of
. us did not survive."
The result of genocide i3 often survivors who are tough as nails, and focusod on
-survival. As William Butler Yeats argued, regarding the survivors of another genoc;de in
Europe (one-third to one-half of the targeted population killed in 1649, and again one-
- half in the 1840'), survivors of ualirnited horror are not to be judged:

Too long a suffering can. make a stone of the heart.

When will it suffice?

That is heaven's part.

Our part, to whisper name upon name,

as o mother names her child... .
- I find the Jewish concept of the "mensch" to be one of the most practical spiritual

concepts human beings have come up with. But when you're focused on trying to

survxve whether as an individual or a _group, it can be hard to focus on such things, can

)



Plaintiff’s Exhibits for Summary J udgment
Exhibit H
Maura Larkins’ Answer to First Amended Complaint

(see Exhibit 9 page 75)
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