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FERNALD LAW GROUP APC
Adam P. Zaffos (Bar No. 217669) 
Brandon C. Fernald (Bar No. 222429) 
Address: 510 W 6th Street, Suite 700 

Los Angeles, California 90014 
Telephone: (323) 410-0300 
Facsimile: (323) 410-0330 
E-Mail: adam@fernaldlawgroup.com 

brandon.fernald@fernaldlawgroup.com 

Attorneys for Plaintiff,
DR. IMAN SADEGHI

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES--CENTRAL DISTRICT

DR. IMAN SADEGHI, an individual,

Plaintiff,

v.

PINSCREEN, INC., a Delaware Corporation; 
DR. HAO LI, an individual; 
YEN-CHUN CHEN, an individual; 
LIWEN HU, an individual;
HAN-WEI KUNG, an individual; 
and DOES 1-100, 

Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Case No.: No. BC709376

NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION TO

COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES TO FORM

INTERROGATORIES, SET ONE AND FOR

MONETARY SANCTIONS AGAINST DEFENDANT

HAO LI AND HIS ATTORNEY BENJAMIN

DAVIDSON IN THE AMOUNT OF $3,867.50;
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND

AUTHORITIES; SUPPORTING DECLARATION

OF ADAM ZAFFOS

[SEPARATE STATEMENT] 

Dept.: 16
Hon: Lia R. Martin
Complaint Filed: June 11, 2018

DATE:  September 30, 2019 
TIME:   9:00 am   
PLACE: Dept. 16., Stanley Mosk 
Courthouse

)
)

TO EACH PARTY AND TO THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED that on September 30, 2019 at 9:00 A.M., in 

Department No. 16 of this court, located at 111N. Hill St., Los Angeles, plaintiff Iman 
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Sadeghi will move the court for an order compelling defendant Hao Li to furnish further 

responses to Form Interrogatories Set No. One, as stated in the Statement of Interrogatories 

and Responses in Dispute attached to this notice, and for an order that Hao Li and his 

attorney, Benjamin Davidson, be jointly and severally compelled to pay monetary sanctions 

to plaintiff Iman Sadeghi in the amount of $3,867.50. The motion will be made under Code 

of Civil Procedure section 2023.010, subdivision (e) and section 2030.300, subdivision (3), 

on the ground that defendant’s objections are completely without merit. The motion will be 

based on this notice, the attached points and authorities, the attached declaration of Adam P. 

Zaffos, the statement of Disputed Facts, and the complete file and records of this case. 

DATED: December 10, 2018 FERNALD LAW GROUP APC
ADAM P. ZAFFOS

By:

Adam P. Zaffos

Attorneys for Plaintiff DR. IMAN SADEGHI
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POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

FACTS

1. Statement of the case.

This is an action for employment fraud and numerous consequent illegal acts. 

Plaintiff Iman Sadeghi, who holds a doctorate in Computer Science/Computer Graphics, 

developed and patented a novel hair-appearance technology used at Walt Disney Animation 

Studios. While working as a software engineer at Google, Sadeghi was solicited by 

defendant Hao Li to join the leadership of a software start-up, Pinscreen Inc., which Li co-

founded. Pinscreen specializes in automatically generating animated 3D face models from

only a photograph of a person. Hao Li, Pinscreen’s CEO, is an assistant professor at the 

University of Southern California. Dr. Sadeghi alleges—supporting these allegations with 

documentary proof in a verified complaint—that Dr. Li defrauded him when Li obtained 

Sadeghi's employment as Pinscreen’s Vice President of Engineering. Li fraudulently 

induced Sadeghi to resign from Google and join Pinscreen by intentionally misrepresenting 

Pinscreen’s technology as Li deceived the public, the scientific community and its investors.

Li deceived through fabricating his reported research results, perpetrating a scientific hoax.

The consequent torts committed by Li include a brutal battery of Sadeghi, where Li 

directed a group of employees to tackle Sadeghi and search his belongings. This battery will 

be revisited in the discussion of the discovery dispute because it plainly reveals Li’s 

obstructionism. Li's denial that Sadeghi can even state a cause of action for battery is 

emblematic of Li's approach to this litigation: deny everything, no matter how irrational. Li's 

obstructionism in discovery—his unwillingness to concede anything no matter how 

obviously unsound—exploits the meet-and-confer process for delay and for the imposition 

of unnecessary legal expense, the opposite of the intent of the Discovery Act.
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2. The nature of this discovery dispute.

Whereas this case directly concerns Li’s fraud on Sadeghi, it is most germane that 

Li’s fraud on Sadeghi was in furtherance of the fraudulent product offered by Li’s company. 

To fully understand Li’s motives, the court will need to consider the significance of the 

broader fraud as it bears on Li, a rising assistant professor. When levelled against an 

academician and scientist, the allegations against Li are grave. The strongest community

strictures prohibit scientists from submitting fabricated data; in so doing—violating core 

ethical commitments of his profession—Li incurred the most serious professional risks. 

The ruthless character required to perpetrate a fraud on the core values of one’s 

profession combined with the stakes for Li may help the court to understand Li’s stance 

when the parties met and conferred. This stance has been, while maligning his opponent as 

a “disgruntled employee”, to deny everything, concede nothing. This is an entirely literal 

description of Li’s conduct, as he has stated to the press that Sadeghi’s allegations are “100% 

false.” He has announced his intention to demur to each of fifteen causes of action, claiming 

Sadeghi has stated not even one. Not only that Sadeghi has not succeeded in stating a single 

cause of action, but that he knows that Sadeghi cannot state any. This claim became the 

rationale for Li’s objections to all discovery: Li claims he need not respond substantively to 

discovery because there is not a single valid cause of action before the court.

Among the causes of action in the complaint that Li claims were not and cannot be 

successfully stated is the third cause of action, battery. Li has devoted the most public 

attention to ridiculing the battery cause of action. This is consistent with his strategy of deny

everything; especially deny what is most ignominious. If there is any conduct more 

ignominious than Li’s fraud it is his using his employees like a gang of thugs to tackle 

Sadeghi to the ground and forcibly intrude into his belongings. But in trying to trivialize his 

own brutal behavior, Li has helped refute his central premise in his defense against any 

discovery. It is absurd to claim that Sadeghi cannot state a cause of action for battery; Li’s 

arguments, publicly to the press and in meet and confer, correspond to possible affirmative 

defenses. (Weak affirmative defenses, since any suspicions about what Sadeghi might be 
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concealing in the backpack could have been addressed by involving law enforcement, rather 

than using it as an excuse for a brutal physical attack.) By trying to escape the ignominy 

produced by battering a colleague, Li has invited scrutiny of the battery cause of action, 

which being trivially easy to state, disproves Li’s contention that Sadeghi can state no causes 

of action. 

This is not to say that Li’s refusing to respond substantively to discovery would be 

justified even if Sadeghi has failed to state any cause of action. The cases to be discussed in 

the Argument section prove that.

True to his make-absolutely-no-concessions mindset, Li has been thoroughly 

unreasonable in meet and confer. After two full hours of intensive consultation between 

attorneys, defense counsel refused to budge from the position that intending to demur to all 

causes of action justifies a prematurity objection. This is a quite sophisticated abuse of the 

discovery process. Li continues to demand more meet and confer despite his inability to meet 

arguments. Meet and confer becomes a vehicle for imposing costs on opponents. It comes 

to an impasse when one party is demonstrably wrong yet maintains his position blindly.

ARGUMENT

1. The alleged pleading deficiencies, even if they existed, do not
justify failure to respond to discovery.

It is not only that defendant objects to interrogatories prepared for routine use by the 

Judicial Council. Settled California law holds that “[P]leading deficiencies generally do not 

affect either party’s right to conduct discovery.” (Mattco Forge Inc. v. Arthur Young & Co.

(1990) 223 Cal.App.3d 1429, 1436, fn. 3.)

A. Discovery before the case is at issue is not premature.

As plaintiff’s counsel explained in meet and confer, the Discovery Act directly 

dictates that the right to initiate discovery by written interrogatories does not depend on the 

case being at issue. Code of Civil Procedure, section 2030.010, subdivision (b), states, “A 

plaintiff may propound interrogatories to a party without leave of court at any time that is 
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10 days after the service of the summons on, or appearance by, that party, whichever occurs 

first.” The criterion does not depend in any way on a defendant’s intention not to demur to 

the complaint.

B. Settled law refutes Li.

In Mattco Forge Inc. v. Arthur Young & Co. (1990) 223 Cal.App.3d 1429, defendant 

Arthur Young argued that his objections to interrogatories were justified because the 

interrogatories, considering his demurrer on calendar, were premature. Despite the trial 

court's sympathy with the concept that, in that particular case, the demurrer should be 

resolved first, it awarded discovery sanctions to plaintiff Mattco Forge Inc. "Construed as 

charitably as possible, the timing shows only the trial court's concern that, at that stage of 

the dispute, the demurrer ought to be resolved first. This scheduling consideration does not 

come close to establishing that Arthur Young's refusal to produce the documents in the first 

place--thus forcing Mattco to make its motion to compel--was justified." (Id. at p. 1436.) 

Under circumstances less compelling than of Mattco Forge defendant Arthur Young,

Li maintains that he is entitled to refuse to answer written discovery because he (not the 

court) thinks not a single of Sadeghi’s fifteen causes of action can be stated. This is a plainly 

frivolous claim.

The other case establishing that pleading deficiencies do not undermine a party’s 

discovery rights is Budget Finance Plan v. Superior Court (1973) 34 Cal.App.3d 794, which 

tested the outer limits of a claim like Li’s. If, as defendants claim, the right to conduct 

discovery depends on the state of the pleading, then there would be no right to conduct 

discovery when no pleading was operative. Although the trial court sustained a demurrer to 

the operative pleading, the appellate court held that, nevertheless, plaintiff had the right to 

conduct discovery, and objections based on the state of the pleading were unmeritorious and 

sanctionable. The court held that the Code of Civil Procedure "allows any party to file and 

serve written interrogatories on any other party." (Id.)
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C. Li relies on inapposite cases.

Defendant has offered two cases to support his position that he could object to form 

interrogatories as premature based on his individual contention that all plaintiff’s claims 

were demurrable. The cases are entirely inapposite. In Terminals Equipment Co. Inc. v. City 

and County of San Francisco (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 234, the court held that discovery must 

be delayed after a demurrer was granted with leave to amend, but this delay was based on 

the specific requirement of Evidence Code section 1040 pertaining to the disclosure of 

official government information. (Id.) The issue in Terminals Equipment Co. concerned the 

application of a government privilege, not a principle under the Discovery Act, under which 

defendant has argued.

Like Terminals Equipment Co., the other case defendant offered to justify his failure 

to provide substantive responses to Judicial Counsel Interrogatories, Silver City v. City of 

Los Angeles (1966) 245 Cal.App.2d 673, does not involve a defendant who objects to 

interrogatories based on a personal belief that the complaint fails to state a cause of action. 

In Silver City the trial court sustained a demurrer without leave to amend, and it reasonably 

concluded that sustaining the demurrer ended the case, after which discovery had no point.

Here, no comparable logic applies.

2. Li’s other objections lack particularity. 

Li has expressly defended only his prematurity argument, although Li provides the 

unfortunately common litany of routine boilerplate objections. Not only are such objections 

unmeritorious, in courts throughout the country they are often treated as sanctionable 

discovery violations. One federal court recently held that boilerplate objections are an 

obstructionist discovery practice, pointing out that every federal and state court to have 

considered the question have condemned it. The court warns, however, that this 

obstructionist discovery practice is a “firmly entrenched ‘culture’ in some parts of the 

country.”
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Li applies the same generalized objections to all the interrogatories. The definition 

the federal court offered for the obnoxious practice of boilerplate objections perfectly 

describes Li’s objections:

An objection to a discovery request is boilerplate when it merely states the 
legal grounds for the objection without (1) specifying how the discovery 
request is deficient and (2) specifying how the objecting party would be 
harmed if it were forced to respond to the request. For example, a boilerplate 
objection might state that a discovery request is "irrelevant" or "overly broad" 
without taking the next step to explain why. These objections are taglines, 
completely "devoid of any individualized factual analysis." Often times they 
are used repetitively in response to multiple discovery requests. Their 
repeated use as a method of effecting highly uncooperative, scorched-earth 
discovery battles has earned them the nicknames "shotgun"- and "Rambo"-
style objections. The nicknames are indicative of the federal courts' extreme 
disfavor of these objections. [Citation.] (Liguria Foods, Inc. v. Griffith Labs., 
Inc. (N.D. Iowa, 2017).)

The court should not only disregard Li’s boilerplate objections; it should take them 

into account when considering the question of monetary sanctions.

3. Defendant’s obstructionist objections are subject to 
monetary sanctions.
Careful consideration of Li’s prematurity argument should not obscure the frivolous 

nature of Li’s objections. Under Code of Civil Procedure section 2023.010, subdivision (e), 

“[M]aking, without justification, an unmeritorious objection to discovery” is a sanctionable 

misuse of discovery. Li’s desperate prematurity argument as well as the accompanying 

boilerplate objections, is completely lacking in merit.

CONCLUSION

Plaintiff moves to compel further response to a single set of form interrogatories 

despite Li’s refusing to respond substantively to any discovery. This selectivity is in the 

interest of judicial efficiency. Resolving this issue will remove defendant’s major 

justification for obstructing discovery. The court should grant the discovery motion and 

order defendant Li to answer all the submitted Judicial Council interrogatories submitted. 
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The court should impose a monetary sanction on Li and his attorney in amount justified in 

the Declaration of attorney Adam Zaffos.

DATED: December 10, 2018 FERNALD LAW GROUP APC
ADAM P. ZAFFOS

By:

Adam P. Zaffos

Attorneys for Plaintiff DR. IMAN SADEGHI
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DECLARATION OF ATTORNEY ADAM P. ZAFFOS IN SUPPORT OF 

MOTION TO COMPEL RESPONSES

TO FORM INTERROGATORIES, SET NO. ONE

I, Adam P. Zaffos, declare as follows:

1. I am an attorney admitted to practice law before all the courts of the State of 

California. I represent plaintiff Iman Sadeghi in this action.

2. On July 24, 2018, I served Form Interrogatories, Set One, on defendant Hao Li. A

true and correct copy is attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

3. A time extension to complete Form Interrogatories, Set One, were repeatedly granted 

to Li, from August 29, 2018 to September 18, 2018, to then October 2, 2018 and again to 

October 24, 2018.  Attached hereto as Exhibits 2-4, are true and correct copies of emails 

outlining the various extensions.

4. A telephonic meet and confer occurred on November 5, 2018, discussing what Li 

consider intertwined differences on the pleadings and discovery. The discussion lasted two 

hours and arrived at an impasse on a question of law: is the responding defendant justified 

in refusing to answer form interrogatories based on its contention that the propounding 

plaintiff has failed to state a viable cause of action.  A true and correct copy of the email 

exchange between myself and counsel for Li is attached hereto as Exhibit 5.

5. I spent 4.1 hours preparing this motion and expect to spend 2 additional hours on the 

reply memorandum. I anticipate 1 hour in court. Roughly 2 hours have been expended in 

meet and confer.  Total of 9.1 hours.

6. My fee is $425 per hour.
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7. Based on these expenses, plaintiff requests a monetary sanction in the amount 

$3,867.50.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is accurate.

_______________________
Adam P. Zaffos

Attorney for Plaintiff, Dr. Iman                                           
Dr. Iman Sadeghi
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