Martin Luther King - Marcus Garvey
Apartments, Incorporated L'i\.

1680 Eddy Street, San Francisco, CA 94115 Tel: 415 902-1009/FAX: 415 921-8141

July 7, 2026

Subject: Martin Luther King-Marcus Garvey
Cooperative Apartments, Inc.
1680 Eddy Street
San Francisco, CA 94115

RE: Fraud, Waste, and Mismanagement some Board Members, Domus Management and HUD's failure to
properly provide oversight and protect shareholders residents rights.

HUD Project #:  121-35654

C/0O: Monique Crayton, Clerk

Government Audit & Oversight Committee

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco - City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett PL, San Francisco, CA 94102

TEL: (415) 554-7750 / EMAIL: monigue.crayton@sfgov.org

Dear Supervisor Sherrill and Supervisor Mahmood:

We write to you as concerned residents, co-op owners and board members of one the first housing developments built in San
Francisco, known as the Martin Luther King- Marcus Garvey Cooperative Apartments Incorporated. Unfortunately, our cooperative
historically has been plagued by ongoing corruption among board members, mismanagement by management agencies, and total
neglect by the one agency responsible for oversight agency San Francisco’s HUD Regional office.

The recent outrage by the attempted evictions of seniors from our co-op King-Garvey disclosed by the media is proof that we need a
hearing within your committee along with a comprehensive investigation by either our District Attorney or Inspector General office.

We have attached a list of code violations of city codes, states laws and HUD regulations to this letter for your reference.
We as board of directors humbly request for you Supervisor Sherrill and Supervisor Mahmood to consider calling a hearing as soon as

possible and writing a formal letter to the District Attorney and Inspector General (IG) office to conduct an audit and immediate
investigation.

Thank you.

Sincerely, Sincerely, Sincerely,

Daniel B. (andry Martina Rolond Quiney Colline
Daniel B. Landry, Martina Roland, Qunicy Collins,
Board of Director Board of Director Board of Director

cc:  Supervisor Rafael Mandelman, Board President
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Attorney Alexander Shepard, Inspector General (IG)
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MARTIN LUTHER KING-MARCUS GARVEY COOPERATIVE APARTMENTS, INC.

Submitted by: Board Members & Shareholders Residents Daniel Landry,
Martina Roland and Quincy Collins Jr.

Dated: July 9, 2026

RE: A pattern of Fraud, Waste, Mismanagement by Domus Management Agent, some Board
Members, and the failure of oversight by HUD’s San Francisco Regional Office

Management Mismanagement:

» Failing to provide annual IRS tax Form 1098 Mortgage Statements to Shareholders;

¢ Operating under outdated and illegal Corporations Bylaws:

Attorney Mercedes Gavin Interferring:
Attorney Communications with the Board: For most associations, making the president and the manager the

points of contact for the attorney is a common-sense way to keep legal expenses under control. Otherwise, allowing
five directors to call and speak with the attorney will significantly increase legal fees. Moreover, the attorney may
receive conflicting instructions from five directors. Accordingly, most boards designate the president to act as liaison
with the attorney to avoid conflicting instructions and unnecessary legal fees. The president, however, cannot block
requests for legal guidance on issues. If, during a board meeting, a director requests a legal opinion on an issue and
a majority of the directors support that request, the president cannot overrule it. The director requesting the legal
opinion can also vote on his request.

* Avoiding Conflicts of Interest:

To avoid conflicts of interest, the association’s lawyer does not represent individual directors, homeowners, or the
management company. If a dispute erupted between the association and the management company, the attorney
would have to recuse him/herself from representing either client. As legal counsel to an association, a lawyer should
never represent other persons or entities that could have conflicting interests with the association. When hiring legal
counsel to represent the association, boards should ask whether the counsel represents management companies. If
the attorney does, he/she will likely put the management company’s interests ahead of the association’s. Boards
should drop that attorney from consideration.

» Stock Certificates:

An owner's interest in the corporation is evidenced by shares of stock or a certificate of membership. If a person
borrows money from a bank to purchase shares of stock, the shares are typically held by the bank as collateral for
the loan.



HUD PATTERN FAILURE TO GIVE OVERSIGHT TO KING-GARVEY PROPERTY:

December 24. 2021: Petition from King-Garvey Shareholders calling for former management agent
Caritas Management Agent. No response or action taken.

December 25, 2025: Shareholder Daniel Landry lawsuit win against King-Garvey Board of directors for the
Failure to provide copies and inspect records case #: HUD no response.

HUD Regulation 4381.5 REV-2: (3) (4) Failure to Adequately Maintain the Physical Condition of the Property. If an
owner/agent has received proper notice of a deficient physical condition and failed to take the necessary action to
correct the problem, the owner/agent may be considered in violation of the applicable HUD agreement/contract.
EXAMPLE: A physical inspection of a Section 8 Substantial Rehabilitation project revealed electrical hazards and
inadequate heating. If the owner agent failed to take the corrective actions specified in the notice from HUD within
the required time period, the owner agent would be in violation of the project's HAP Contract. Failure to Follow
Proper ManagementPractices, if an owner/agent receives an unsatisfactory rating during a HUD management
review and does not take the necessary actions to improve management performance at the project, the

owner/agent owner/agent may be considered in violation of the applicable HUD agreement/contract.

(5) C. Failure to Observe Fair Housing/Equal Opportunity Requirements. If the owner/agent is found to have

discriminated against applicants or tenants on the grounds of race, color, creed, national origin, gender, age, or
familial status, the owner/agent may be considered in violation of the applicable HUD agreement/contr

4.3 DEVELOPING A COLLABORATIVE RELATIONSHIP a. Residents and resident organizations can be
invaluable allies for owners/agents and should be given the opportunity to voice their views and concerns. Toward
this end, HUD encourages owners/agents to go beyond the minimum requirements for resident involvement and
take the following steps. (1) (2) Foster Enhanced Communication Between Residents and Both On-Site and
Central Office Management. Owners/agents are encouraged to request constructive comments and suggestions
from residents. Resident suggestions often reveal cost-effective ways to reduce maintenance problems or improve
security at the property. Increase Resident Access to Management. Steps that give residents greater access to
managers help encourage resident input and increase (4) the likelihood that owners/agents will find out about
problems before they become severe. Ensure that Proper Consideration and Acknowledgement to Resident Input
is Given. When residents offer their input, they need to know that their input is taken seriously or they will often
stop contributing their comments. Owners/agents are encouraged to follow up with residents to show them that
their views were considered. Emphasize the importance of Promotion Resolving Problems. Encouraging on-site
staff to respond to resident complaints promptly will send the message that responding to resident concerns is
important. Owners/agents can help ensure that the people who have regular interaction with residents are aware of
these issues and understand that the owner/agent takes these concerns seriously. Toward this end, owners/agents
should establish a system to track resident complaints/service requests and communicate resident concerns to all
on-site staff.

The owner is ultimately responsible for meeting resident notifications and comment requirements. However,
management agents are expected to comply with these requirements to the extent that they are obligated to perform
this function as a condition of their management contract and, in any event, to make their best effort to follow resident
notification and comment procedures. HUD regulations regarding resident input also establish that owners and their
agents must not take any actions that would hinder proper notification or resident input. HUD will respond in writing
within 30 days to written comments submitted by a legitimate, independent resident association regarding proposed
owner actions requiring HUD approval.

e 4.7 ADDRESSING RESIDENT SERVICE REQUESTS/COMPLAINTS Resident representatives may request a

meeting with Area Office representatives, prior to any final action by HUD on a. b. c. Owner/Agent Responsibility.



HUD expects owners/agents to respond to valid resident requests involving concerns about conditions orequality of
life at the project, and to resolve all significant or recurring problems. (1) (2) Whenever possible, owners/agents
should take immediate action to address problems or concerns registered by residents. Owners/agents should
provide a copy of any written request or complaint received from a resident or resident association to the person filing
the request/complaint.

¢ HUD's Response to Notice of Resident Concerns/Complaints. While HUD will monitor the level of

consideration given to resident concerns, it will not become intricately involved in the resolution of routine
complaints. (1) (2) If HUD receives a complaint from a resident, Loan/Asset Management staff will notify the
owner/agent of the problem. Upon natification of a complaint, owners/agents should take immediate action to
address the problem. HUD may require the owner/agent to provide information about the resolution of the problem.
If HUD discovers an ongoing high level of resident complaints over several months, Loan/Asset Management staff
should perform a nonscheduled management review of the project's operations.

e 8 HUD OVERSIGHT: A. HUD Response to Tenant Complaints. Loan/Asset Management staff are expected to

ensure that owners/agents are responding to resident concerns. (1) (2) (3) (4) Loan/Asset Management staff
should have a system in place to formally notify management agents and/or owners when a resident complaint is
received. Valid resident complaints forwarded by other agencies, as well as those discovered during on-site
reviews or sent directly to HUD, should be addressed by Loan/Asset Management staff. In the event Loan/Asset
Management staff believe an owner/agent is not responding to resident complaints, they should conduct an on-site
review to assess the situation and take appropriate action to ensure that identified problems are addressed. If a
complaint appears to involve discrimination, Loan/Asset Management staff must contact Fair Housing and Equal
Opportunity staff for guidance on how to proceed. Initial requests for guidance from FHEO should be made in
writing and describing the basic allegation(s). Loan/Asset Management staff should consult with the Resident
Initiatives Specialist (R1S) regarding resident/management relations at the project and the circumstances
surrounding resident complaints. Repetitive complaints, including complaints regarding harassment of residents or
residents associations who attempt to exercise their rights should be viewed as an indicator that the project may be
in trouble. In the event that Loan/Asset Management staff believe an owner/agent is not responding to resident
complaints, they should conduct an on-site review to assess the situation and take appropriate action to ensure
that identified problems are addressed. Note: When HUD's automated Early Warning System becomes available,
Loan/Asset Management staff should use the system 4-7 12/94 4381.5 REV-2 (5) (6) b. to aid in performing
monitoring and follow-up activities concerning resident/management relations. A great deal of judgement is
involved in separating routine from non routine complaints. The Director of Housing for the Area Office should be
consulted if Loan/Asset Management staff require guidance in this area. There are certain circumstances where
Loan/Asset Management staff should not become actively involved in resolving a problem. Loan/Asset
Management staff should refrain from involvement in: (a) (b) (c) (d) Disputes involving third parties; Suits brought
by residents against owners/agents, or vice versa; Eviction matters; and Interpretations of local laws and
ordinances.

* 12600. INSPECT & COPY RECORDS:
(a) Subject to Sections 12601 and 12602 and unless the corporation provides a reasonable alternative
pursuant to subdivision (c), a member may do either or both of the following as permitted by
subdivision (b):(1) Inspect and copy the record of all the members’ names, addresses, and voting rights, at
reasonable times, upon five business days’ prior written demand upon the corporation which demand shall state
the purpose for which the inspection rights are requested; or this is also the position taken by the
California State Bar in Rule 3-600(A) of the Rules of Professional Conduct: “In representing an organization, a
member shall conform his or her representation to the concept that the client is the organization itself, acting
through its highest authorized officer, employee, body, or constituent overseeing the particular engagement.”
As a result, even though members pay the attorney’s legal fees through their assessments, members do not have
the right to call or email the association’s attorney with questions. Nor can directors presume the attorney
represents them individually: “In representing a corporation, an attorney’s client is the corporate entity, not the
individual shareholders or directors, and the individual shareholders or directors cannot presume that corporate
counsel is protecting their interests.” (La Jolla Cove v. Superior Court (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 773



« CHAPTER 16. Rights of Inspection [1600 - 1605] ( Chapter 16 added by Stats. 1975, Ch. 682.)

(a) (1) The accounting books, records, and minutes of proceedings of the shareholders and the board and
committees of the board of any domestic corporation, and of any foreign corporation keeping any records in
this state or having its principal office in California, or a true and accurate copy thereof if the original has been lost,
destroyed, or is not normally physically located within this state shall be open to inspection at the corporation’s
principal office in California, or if none, at the physical location for the corporation’s registered agent for service of
process in this state, upon the written demand on the corporation of any shareholder or holder of a voting trust
certificate at any reasonable time during usual business hours, for a purpose reasonably related to the holder’s
interests as a shareholder or as the holder of a voting trust certificate. (2) As an alternative to the procedure in
subdivision (a), the shareholder or holder of a voting trust certificate may elect to request that the corporation
produce the books, records, and minutes by mail or electronically, if the shareholder or holder of a voting trust
certificate pays for the reasonable costs for copying or converting the requested documents to electronic format.
(3) The right of inspection created by this subdivision shall extend to the records of each subsidiary of a
corporation subject to this subdivision. (b) The inspection by a shareholder or holder of a voting trust certificate may
be made in person or by agent or attorney, and the right of inspection includes the right to copy and make
extracts. The right of the shareholders to inspect the corporate records may not be limited by the articles or bylaws.

(Amended by Stats. 2022, Ch. 617, Sec. 29. (SB 1202) Effective January 1, 2023.)



GOINS LAW FIRM, PC

September 23, 2026

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL

The Honorable Bilal Mahmood

Supervisor, District 5

Chair and Members, Government Audit and Oversight Committee
San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, California 94102

Attention: Raynell Cooper, Legislative Aide
Email: raynell.cooper@sfgov.org

Re:  Government Audit and Oversight Committee Hearing, October 1, 2026 —
Invitation to Officers of the Allen Community Development Corporation

Dear Supervisor Mahmood and Members of the Committee:

This office represents the Allen Community Development Corporation (“ACDC”) and its four
officers identified in your office’s invitation: Rev. Cecil L. Williams, Jr., Alice Johnson, Bobby
Sisk, and Nicole Acker. I write in response to the invitation from Mr. Cooper for those officers to
speak at the Committee’s October 1, 2026 hearing concerning properties currently or previously
managed by Domus Management Company, including Thomas Paine Square Apartments. We
regret that this response arrives after the September 18 date requested in the invitation.

Allen Community Development Corporation respects the Committee’s oversight role, and it
shares the Committee’s concern for the safety and well-being of the residents of Thomas Paine
Square. Those residents are the reason Allen CDC exists.

Prior meeting with your office.

On Friday, June 5, 2026, Rev. Williams and I met with you and Mr. Cooper at City Hall,
together with Deborah Howard and Anona Lee, co-chairs of the Thomas Paine Tenants
Association, and Eunice Chang, counsel for the tenant representatives. At the time of this
meeting, we were unaware that Ms. Chang represented Plaintiffs against Thomas Paine.
Following the agenda your office prepared, the tenant representatives presented their concerns
about building conditions, management, and tenant stability, and we answered the questions put
to us. The meeting closed with a discussion of next steps and continued engagement. We also
invited you to visit Thomas Paine Square. That invitation remains open.

Nothing at that meeting indicated that the Committee would seek public testimony from ACDC’s
officers. We understood from the discussion that the focus of the Committee’s inquiry was the
property management company, consistent with the title of the hearing. Since the meeting, our
office has received no request for additional information and no response regarding the property
visit.

1970 Broadway, Suite 450 « Oakland, CA 94612 « Phone: 510.663.3700 « Fax: 510.663.3710
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Pending litigation.

Thomas Paine Square, LLC, which owns Thomas Paine Square, is a defendant in at least two
known lawsuits brought by current and former residents in the San Francisco Superior Court.
The sole member of Thomas Paine Square, LLC is TPS SF, LLC, whose sole member is ACDC.
The pending cases include:

e West Pryor, et al. v. Thomas Paine Square, LLC, et al., Case No. CGC-25-624465 (filed
April 18, 2025; amended February 20, 2026), in which a resident and her children allege
habitability deficiencies, a failure to process a Section 8 income recertification, resulting
rent overcharges, and the service of notices to pay rent or quit; and

e McBride v. Thomas Paine Square, LLC, et al., Case No. CGC-25-631166 (filed
November 17, 2025), which alleges mold contamination, water intrusion, and plumbing
and sewage failures.

Ms. Chang, who attended the June 5 meeting as counsel for the tenant representatives, is counsel
of record for the plaintiffs in both cases.

Both cases seek punitive damages based on allegations about the owner’s management and
business practices. Their allegations overlap directly with the subjects the Committee has
identified for the October 1 hearing: habitability, affordable-housing recertification, rent and
payment processing, and eviction notices at Thomas Paine Square.

Because the same matters are now before the court, and because the plaintiffs have named
unidentified “Doe” defendants whom they may seek to add, ACDC’s officers have been advised
not to testify publicly about them while the litigation is pending. Public testimony on disputed
questions of fact now being litigated would risk prejudicing the fair resolution of these cases for
the plaintiffs and defendants alike, and those questions are properly decided in that forum, on a
complete record, with the protections the judicial process provides to all parties. For these
reasons, the officers of ACDC respectfully decline the invitation to appear at the scheduled
October 1% hearing.

Continued cooperation.

This decision is not a refusal to engage with the Committee or with your office. Consistent with
its obligations in the litigation, ACDC offers the following:

e A written submission to the Committee before the October 1 hearing, addressing matters
that are not at issue in the litigation, including the ownership and management structure
of Thomas Paine Square and the steps ACDC is taking to address resident concerns;

e A further meeting with your office, with counsel present, as on June 5;
e A visit to Thomas Paine Square by you and your staff, at your convenience; and

e Continued full cooperation with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, which regulates Thomas Paine Square and which your office has also
invited to the hearing.

GOINS LAW FIRM, PC
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Should the Committee consider issuing a subpoena to any officer of ACDC, we respectfully ask
that your office first contact me, so that we may discuss the scope of any testimony and an
appropriate accommodation for the pending litigation. I am authorized to accept service on
behalf of ACDC and its officers.

Please direct all communications regarding this matter to me at vgoins@goinslawfirm.com.
Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully,

GOINS LAW FIRM, PC

A

ernon C. Goins, 11
Counsel to the Allen Community
Development Corporation

cc: Bilal Mahmood (Bilal. Mahmood@sfgov.org)
Samantha Logan (sam.logan@sfgov.org)
Rev. Cecil L. Williams, Jr., Alice Johnson, Nicole Acker, and Bobby Sisk
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors (board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org) (for inclusion in the
hearing file

GOINS LAW FIRM, PC
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MARTIN LUTHER KING-MARCUS GARVEY COOPERATIVE
SQUARE APARTMENTS, INC.

TO: Government Audit and Oversight Committee:
Supervisor Stephen Sherill D-2, Supervisor Alan Wong D-4, & Supervisor Jackie Fielder D-9

SUBMITTED BY: MLK-MG Co-op Shareholders/Residents Daniel Landry, Martina Roland,
Quincy Collins Jr., Sammie Broadnax, and Raymond Washington

RE: The pattern of Fraud, Waste, and Mismanagement by Domus Management Company.

CC: Mayor Daniel Lurie, San Francisco District Attorney Brooke Jenkins
SF City Attorney David Chiu, and Alexandra Shepard, SF Inspector General Office

Dated: September 29, 2026
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Domus Management Company
list of violations:

Failing to provide shareholders with the annual IRS tax forms 1098 mortgage statement.

Operating under outdated and illegal corporations 2009 bylaws.

Failing to provide hard copies of monthly reports to board members.

Failing to provide hard copies and disclose to inspect corporation records i.e., co-op memberships list to board members.
Failing to provide hard copies of monthly financial accounting reports to board members.

Failing to participate in special meetings called by the board of directors.

Failing to secure shareholders private information and records jeopardizing and violating federal privacy laws.

Failing to provide shareholders with move-in membership share certificates, bylaws, and governing documents.

Failing to provide shareholders and move-in new residents with the Tenant Selection Plan (TSP).

Failure to properly send our notices and communicate regarding day to day activities and workage on the property to
shareholders residents.

Failing to properly address city agencies following Notice of Violations NOVs by SF Dept. of Building Inspection:
(Exhibit A: 1). #158800, SN#2017.07-003513 Expired Boiler Permit, 2).

Failing to return shareholders deposits to reserve our community center.

Failure to provide services for shareholders during normal business hours 9:00 am to 5:00 pm. Routinely opening the
business office late, taking inconsistent lunch brakes, and leaving early.

Colluding with attorney Mercedes Gavin to interfere and obstruct board members fiduciary duties. (Exhibit B: Daniel
Landry’s complaint filed with the California Bar Association on April 2021)

Inferring with board elections, illegally giving board member Linda Yoakums an extra year on the board in 2024/25.
(Exhibit C: See Judge Ruling in Small Claims Court dated: Case #: )

Threatening and intimidating board members.
Excessive apartment unit inspections while failing to complete deferred maintenance.

Unauthorized and illegally providing pest control vendors apartment units keys and access to shareholders units.
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Unauthorized Domus employees personnel having access to main office where residents tenants files and other highly
sensitive information is stored. (HUD's Privacy Act Compliance 24 CFR 5.212)

Sharing and providing shareholders resident personal tenant files information with the board president.

Unauthorized usage of the board of directors board room utilized as storage room for Domus employees personal property.
Failure to disclose to board members the bidding process and confirmation of vendors.

Discriminating and obstructing Shareholders access to use commonway areas i.e., gatherings events on the property,
ussalizing the restroom on the property. (Exhibit D: See shareholders family gathering events May 7, 2023, May 16, 2024,
May 7, 2025).

Unauthorized closure locking of restrooms, computer room inside the community center.

Discriminating and obstructing shareholders' access to utilize our community center.

Failure to install mandatory apartment units fire extinguishers in some units.

Failure to maintain our community center with stocking supplies, tables & chairs and other equipment after requested by board
members.

Failure to provide shareholders access with a key swobs to the community center and both sides of the property after requested
by board members.

Failure to oversee maintenance staff confirming work-orders are completed.

Failure to document move-in and move out inspections before new move-ins and inhouse transfers.

Failure to oversee property security and provide hard copies reports to board members along with day to day operations
supervision.

Failure to maintain property corridors, health, and sanitary conditions.

Failure to respond to shareholders after hours and weekends emergency requests for maintenance.

Illegal usage and occupying property storage spaces.

Illegal workage by contractors after hours and even on weekdays.

Illegal contractors workers sleeping overnight in vacant apartment units non-supervision.

Illegal contractors without proper identification and uniforms while working on the property.

Illegal Domus employees and Security employees utilizing shareholders parking stalls without board approval.
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Attorney Mercedes Gavin
Pattern of Interfering and Unethical Practices:

Attorney Communications with the Board: For most associations, making the president and the manager the points of contact for the
attorney is a common-sense way to keep legal expenses under control. Otherwise, allowing five directors to call and speak with the
attorney will significantly increase legal fees. Moreover, the attorney may receive conflicting instructions from five directors. Accordingly,
most boards designate the president to act as liaison with the attorney to avoid conflicting instructions and unnecessary legal fees. The
president, however, cannot block requests for legal guidance on issues. If, during a board meeting, a director requests a legal opinion on an
issue and a majority of the directors support that request, the president cannot overrule it. The director requesting the legal opinion can also
vote on his request.

Avoiding Conflicts of Interest: To avoid conflicts of interest, the association’s lawyer does not represent individual directors,

homeowners, or the management company. If a dispute erupted between the association and the management company, the attorney would
have to recuse him/herself from representing either client. As legal counsel to an association, a lawyer should never represent other persons
or entities that could have conflicting interests with the association. When hiring legal counsel to represent the association, boards should
ask whether the counsel represents management companies. If the attorney does, he/she will likely put the management company’s interests
ahead of the association’s. Boards should drop that attorney from consideration.

Stock Certificates: An owner's interest in the corporation is evidenced by shares of stock or a certificate of membership. If a person

borrows money from a bank to purchase shares of stock, the shares are typically held by the bank as collateral for the loan.

December 24, 2021: Petition from King-Garvey Shareholders calling for former management agent Caritas Management Agent. No
response or action taken.

December 25, 2025: Shareholder Daniel Landry lawsuit win against King-Garvey Board of directors for the failure to provide copies and
inspect records case #: HUD no response.
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HUD Regulation Handbook 4381.5 REV-2

Non-Oversight:

(3) (4) Failure to Adequately Maintain the Physical Condition of the Property: If an owner/agent has received proper notice of a

deficient physical condition and failed to take the necessary action to correct the problem, the owner/agent may be considered in violation
of the applicable HUD agreement/contract. EXAMPLE: A physical inspection of a Section 8 Substantial Rehabilitation project revealed
electrical hazards and inadequate heating. If the owner agent failed to take the corrective actions specified in the notice from HUD within
the required time period, the owner agent would be in violation of the project's HAP Contract. Failure to follow proper Management
practices, if an owner/agent receives an unsatisfactory rating during a HUD management review and does not take the necessary actions to
improve management performance at the project, the owner/agent owner/agent may be considered in violation of the applicable HUD

agreement/contract.

(8).C. Failure to Observe Fair Housing/Equal Opportunity Requirements: If the owner/agent is found to have discriminated against

applicants or tenants on the grounds of race, color, creed, national origin, gender, age, or familial status, the owner/agent may be considered
in violation of the applicable HUD agreement/contracts.

4.3 DEVELOPING A COLLABORATIVE RELATIONSHIP: a. Residents and resident organizations can be invaluable allies for
owners/agents and should be given the opportunity to voice their views and concerns. Toward his end, HUD encourages owners/agents to
go beyond the minimum requirements for resident involvement and take the following steps. (1) (2) Foster Enhanced Communication
Between Residents and Both On-Site and Central Office Management. Owners/agents are encouraged to request constructive comments
and suggestions from residents. Resident suggestions often reveal cost-effective ways to reduce maintenance problems or improve security
at the property. Increase Resident Access to Management. Steps that give residents greater access to managers help encourage resident
input and increase (4) the likelihood that owners/agents will find out about problems before they become severe. Ensure that Proper
Consideration and Acknowledgement to Resident Input is Given. When residents offer their input, they need to know that their input is
taken seriously or they will often stop contributing their comments. Owners/agents are encouraged to follow up with residents to show
them that their views were considered. Emphasize the importance of Promotion Resolving Problems. Encouraging on-site staff to respond
to resident complaints promptly will send the message that responding to resident concerns is important. Owners/agents can help ensure
that the people who have regular interaction with residents are aware of these issues and understand that the owner/agent takes these
concerns seriously. Toward this end, owners/agents should establish a system to track resident complaints/service requests and

communicate resident concerns to all on-site staff.

The owner is ultimately responsible for meeting resident notifications and comment requirements. However, management agents are
expected to comply with these requirements to the extent that they are obligated to perform this function as a condition of their
management contract and, in any event, to make their best effort to follow resident notification and comment procedures. HUD regulations
regarding resident input also establish that owners and their agents must not take any actions that would hinder proper notification or
resident input. HUD will respond in writing within 30 days to written comments submitted by a legitimate, independent resident
association regarding proposed owner actions requiring HUD approval.

4.7 ADDRESSING RESIDENT SERVICE REQUESTS/COMPLAINTS: Resident representatives may request a meeting with Area
Office representatives, prior to any final action by HUD on a. b. c. Owner/Agent Responsibility. HUD expects owners/agents to respond to

valid resident requests involving concerns about conditions or quality of life at the project, and to resolve all significant or recurring
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problems. (1) (2) Whenever possible, owners/agents should take immediate action to address problems or concerns registered by residents.
Owners/agents should provide a copy of any written request or complaint received from a resident or resident association to the person
filing the request/complaint.

HUD's Response to Notice of Resident Concerns/Complaints: While HUD will monitor the level of consideration given to resident

concerns, it will not become intricately involved in the resolution of routine complaints. (1) (2) If HUD receives a complaint from a
resident, Loan/Asset Management staff will notify the owner/agent of the problem. Upon notification of a complaint, owners/agents should
take immediate action to address the problem. HUD may require the owner/agent to provide information about the resolution of the
problem. If HUD discovers an ongoing high level of resident complaints over several months, Loan/Asset Management staff should
perform a nonscheduled management review of the project's operations.

HUD’s OVERSIGHT - Responding to Tenant Complaints: Loan/Asset Management staft are expected to ensure that owners/agents are

responding to resident concerns. (1) (2) (3) (4) Loan/Asset Management staff should have a system in place to formally notify management
agents and/or owners when a resident complaint is received. Valid resident complaints forwarded by other agencies, as well as those
discovered during on-site reviews or sent directly to HUD, should be addressed by Loan/Asset Management staff. In the event Loan/Asset
Management staff believe an owner/agent is not responding to resident complaints, they should conduct an on-site review to assess the
situation and take appropriate action to ensure that identified problems are addressed. If a complaint appears to involve discrimination,
Loan/Asset Management staff must contact Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity staff for guidance on how to proceed. Initial requests for
guidance from FHEO should be made in writing and describing the basic allegation(s).

Loan/Asset Management staft should consult with the Resident Initiatives Specialist (R1S) regarding resident/management relations at the
project and the circumstances surrounding resident complaints. Repetitive complaints, including complaints regarding harassment of
residents or residents associations who attempt to exercise their rights should be viewed as an indicator that the project may be in trouble.
In the event that Loan/Asset Management staff believe an owner/agent is not responding to resident complaints, they should conduct an
on-site review to assess the situation and take appropriate action to ensure that identified problems are addressed.

Note: When HUD's automated Early Warning System becomes available, Loan/Asset Management staff should use the system 4-7 12/94

4381.5 REV-2 (5) (6) b. to aid in performing monitoring and follow-up activities concerning resident/management relations. A great deal of
judgement is involved in separating routine from non routine complaints. The Director of Housing for the Area Office should be consulted
if Loan/Asset Management staff require guidance in this area. There are certain circumstances where Loan/Asset Management staff should
not become actively involved in resolving a problem.

Loan/Asset Management staff should refrain from involvement in: (a) (b) (c) (d) Disputes involving third parties; Suits brought by residents
against owners/agents, or vice versa; Eviction matters; and Interpretations of local laws and ordinances.
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Davis-String Act. California State Corporations Civil Codes Violations:

12600. INSPECT & COPY RECORDS: (a) Subject to Sections 12601 and 12602 and unless the corporation provides a reasonable
alternative pursuant to subdivision (c), a member may do either or both of the following as permitted by subdivision (b):(1) Inspect and

copy the record of all the members’ names, addresses, and voting rights, at reasonable times, upon five business days’ prior written
demand upon the corporation which demand shall state the purpose for which the inspection rights are requested; or this is also the
position taken by the California State Bar in Rule 3-600(4) of the Rules of Professional Conduct: “In representing an organization, a
member shall conform his or her representation to the concept that the client is the organization itself, acting through its highest authorized
officer, employee, body, or constituent overseeing the particular engagement.” As a result, even though members pay the attorney’s legal
fees through their assessments, members do not have the right to call or email the association’s attorney with questions. Nor can directors
presume the attorney represents them individually: “In representing a corporation, an attorney’s client is the corporate entity, not the
individual shareholders or directors, and the individual shareholders or directors cannot presume that corporate counsel is protecting their
interests.” (La Jolla Cove v. Superior Court (2004) 121 Cal. App. 4th 773.

HAPTER 16. Rights of In tion [1 -1 2 (Chapter 16 added by Stats. 1975, Ch. 682. (a) (1) The accounting books, records,
and minutes of proceedings of the shareholders and the board and committees of the board of any domestic corporation, and of any foreign
corporation keeping any records in this state or having its principal office in California, or a true and accurate copy thereof if the original
has been lost, destroyed, or is not normally physically located within this state shall be open to inspection at the corporation' s principal
office in California, or if none, at the physical location for the corporation’s registered agent for service of process in this state, upon the
written demand on the corporation of any shareholder or holder of a voting trust certificate at any reasonable time during usual business

hours, for a purpose reasonably related to the holder’s interests as a shareholder or as the holder of a voting trust certificate.

(2) As an alternative to the procedure in subdivision (a), the shareholder or holder of a voting trust certificate may elect to request that the
corporation produce the books, records, and minutes by mail or electronically, if the shareholder or holder of a voting trust certificate pays
for the reasonable costs for copying or converting the requested documents to electronic format. (3) The right of inspection created by this
subdivision shall extend to the records of each subsidiary of a corporation subject to this subdivision. (b) The inspection by a shareholder or
holder of a voting trust certificate may be made in person or by agent or attorney, and the right of inspection includes the right to copy and
make extracts. The right of the shareholders to inspect the corporate records may not be limited by the articles or bylaws.

(Amended by Stats. 2022, Ch. 617, Sec. 29. (SB 1202) Effective January 1, 2023.)

Stock Certificates: An owner's interest in the corporation is evidenced by shares of stock or a certificate of membership. If a person

borrows money from a bank to purchase shares of stock, the shares are typically held by the bank as collateral for the loan.
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Recommendations:

A formal letter written to the HUD Enforcement Unit in Los Angeles California to conduct an immediate
comprehensive investigation of fraud, waste, and mismanagement.

A formal letter to Alexandra Shepard of the San Francisco Inspector General office.

An interdepartmental formal letter to the City Attorney David Chui Office to investigate NOVs and etc for
Possibly take legal action.

A formal letter to Brook Jenkins of the San Francisco District Attorney office to investigate criminal violations.

Establish a five or seven members San Francisco Housing Oversight Compliance Committee “SFHOCC,” that will
consist of at least two members strictly representing shareholders residents who resides in cooperative housings in
San Francisco. The members of this committee will be appointed by the majority of the Board of Supervisors and a
few seats by the Mayor’s office, per recommendations from the Rules Committee. We recommend one seat be an
inspector from the SF Building Department of Inspections to monitoring codes violations, and ideally another seat
be a member from SF HUD’s Regional Office through some kind of mutual MOU between the City and County of
San Francisco and HUD federal agency.

Amending the current San Francisco housing codes to give the local government more authority and jurisdiction to
hold management agencies more accountable.

Expand the authority of the San Francisco Human Rights Commission to monitor low-income cooperative housing
dwellings in San Francisco. We need new legislation that will give HRC the authority to address and process
complaints, i.e., facilitate and mediate disputes, and make recommendations for example to the above new
committee SFHOCC and the Board of Supervisors.

An annual mandatory confidential Citywide Housing Residential Survey, that will monitor housing conditions

ensuring decent, safe, and sanitation is maintained in all cooperatives and/or affordable housing under City and
county and San Francisco.
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Executive Summary THE EVICTION ATTORNEY — INVESTIGATIVE DOSSIER

Executive Summary

Over a span of at least fifteen years, Mercedes A. Gavin (California Bar #164575), a Corte Madera-based attorney
who operates the Law Offices of Mercedes Gavin, has emerged as a recurring legal representative for private
property management companies and nonprofit-branded housing operators in actions that advocates, judges, and
tenants describe as aggressive, procedurally questionable, and disproportionately directed at low-income Black and

disabled residents of subsidized housing communities throughout the San Francisco Bay Area.

Her documented client roster includes The John Stewart Company (JSCO), one of California's largest affordable
housing managers; the Martin Luther King—Marcus Garvey Square Cooperative Apartments, Inc. (King-
Garvey), a Fillmore District co-op built in 1978 specifically to protect Black families from displacement; Satellite
Affordable Housing Associates (SAHA), a major Bay Area nonprofit developer; and Domus Management
Company, which manages multiple HUD-subsidized properties in San Francisco's historically Black Western
Addition neighborhood.

In every documented case, Gavin's clients are the institutional party seeking removal. The tenants on the other side
are predominantly low-income, Black, elderly, disabled, or some combination. Court records, news reports from the
SF Chronicle, Mission Local, SF Standard, Berkeleyside, and the SF Bay View, city government filings, and
advocacy reporting by journalist Malik Washington of Davis Vanguard document a consistent pattern: serial
eviction notices over resolved or technical violations; eviction proceedings filed immediately following habitability
complaints or tenant settlement wins; representation of clients who have been judicially criticized for bad faith;
and, most recently, direct involvement at the King-Garvey Co-op in proceedings that led the San Francisco Board
of Supervisors to formally name Gavin in a hearing summons demanding she appear and answer questions under

the threat of subpoena.

CRITICAL EVIDENTIARY DISTINCTIONS — PRESERVED THROUGHOUT THIS REPORT

The California State Bar records show Gavin's license is Active, with no public discipline recorded. No court has
personally sanctioned Gavin or made adverse findings about her individual conduct. The "unclean hands" finding issued
in 2019 was directed at her client, The John Stewart Company, not at Gavin herself. The elder abuse and procedural
misconduct claims in Uribe v. Ponce were raised by a pro se plaintiff in a complaint the court ordered amended for

failure to state a federal claim. These distinctions matter and are preserved throughout this report.
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Attorney Profile THE EVICTION ATTORNEY — INVESTIGATIVE DOSSIER

Attorney Profile

Mercedes A. Gavin — Professional Record

Full Name Mercedes A. Gavin

Bar Number 164575

License Status Active

Admitted June 15, 1993

Firm Law Offices of Mercedes Gavin

Address 145 Corte Madera Town Center, PMB 593, Corte Madera, CA 94925-1209
Phone (415) 497-1493

Education Golden Gate University School of Law; University of California, Davis (LinkedIn)
Practice Area General practice; landlord-tenant law

Public Discipline None recorded on California State Bar profile

Staff Alex Reckas served as paralegal, July 2015 — May 2025 (per LinkedIn)

Gavin does not maintain a public-facing website and has consistently declined to speak with journalists. She is
described in publicly accessible professional directories as a "dedicated attorney" focused on "real estate legal

guidance." Her California State Bar URL: https://apps.calbar.ca.gov/attorney/Licensee/Detail/164575
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Section I: The John Stewart Company — Gavin's Primary Documented Client THE EVICTION ATTORNEY — INVESTIGATIVE DOSSIER

Section I: The John Stewart Company — Gavin's Primary
Documented Client

The John Stewart Company (JSCO), headquartered in San Francisco, is one of California's largest property
management firms specializing in affordable, mixed-income, and government-assisted housing. For at least 15

years, Gavin has been the company's go-to litigation attorney in San Francisco County and surrounding areas.

Case 1: Shantel McClendon / Valencia Gardens (2016-2020) — The "Unclean
Hands" Case

The most thoroughly documented illustration of the tactics deployed through Gavin's representation of JSCO
involves Shantel McClendon, a single mother of five who had lived in her $700-a-month unit at Valencia Gardens

— a 250-unit public housing complex in San Francisco's Mission District — for more than 14 years.

Beginning in 2016, after a new on-site manager, Carlos Uribe, took over the property, JSCO served McClendon
with what ultimately became 14 eviction netices over the course of approximately three years. Mission Local
documented the pattern: each time McClendon resolved an issue — paying back rent, correcting a lease violation

— management identified a new infraction and issued a fresh notice.

During the unlawful detainer trial in July 2019, Gavin represented JSCO. She argued that McClendon's then-
partner, Rasheed Loveless, father of three of McClendon's children, had stayed at the unit too frequently in
violation of the complex's overnight guest limit. In court, Gavin also revealed that JSCO had deliberately withheld
information about other outstanding lease issues when a nonprofit, Hamilton Families, paid $3,412 in back rent to

stave off eviction.

San Francisco Superior Court Judge Richard B. Ulmer Jr. reacted sharply. He said to Gavin: "It sort of sounds like
you're hiding the ball to try to get the money from them. Why would you try to fool someone like that?"
(Mission Local, July 14, 2019)

In August 2019, Judge Ulmer issued his proposed decision, ruling that JSCO's hands were legally "unclean" and

barring the eviction. He identified four distinct instances of bad faith:

1. Strategic withholding: JSCO withheld Loveless's alleged unauthorized occupancy as a grounds for
eviction until after McClendon secured rental assistance from Hamilton Families, having accepted $3,412

from the nonprofit under false pretenses.

2. Document weaponization: JSCO authored a recertification form that deliberately omitted Loveless from
the list of occupants, had McClendon sign it, then used that document to allege she had failed to report him.
As the judge wrote:
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Section I: The John Stewart Company — Gavin's Primary Documented Client THE EVICTION ATTORNEY — INVESTIGATIVE DOSSIER

"JSCo authored a document that it demanded McClendon sign, knowing that it would use that

document to seek to evict McClendon and her family. This was, at minimum, bad faith."

— San Francisco Superior Court Judge Richard B. Ulmer Jr., Proposed Decision, August 2019

3. Live-in aide entrapment: JSCO's attorneys suggested Loveless apply as a live-in caregiver — a process
that triggered a criminal background check — then used the criminal history revealed through that process

as new grounds for eviction.

4. Reviving abandoned claims: JSCO had previously dropped Loveless's alleged unauthorized occupancy as

an eviction basis, only to resurrect it 21 months later after exhausting other grounds.

McClendon's attorney, Ryan Murphy of the Eviction Defense Collaborative, told Mission Local: "It's remarkable
that there are four distinct reasons of bad faith provided by the judge. That's a lot."

After McClendon subsequently filed a civil lawsuit against JSCO (Case No. CGC-20-582703), Gavin filed a
Declaration in support of an anti-SLAPP Special Motion to Strike, arguing that JSCO's eviction-related
communications constituted protected petitioning activity under California Code of Civil Procedure §425.16 — a
legal maneuver that, if successful, would have ended McClendon's suit and potentially awarded attorney fees to
JSCO. (Source: Trellis.law, doc #117357143)

Case 2: Terrance Hall / Valencia Gardens (March 2019)

Three months before the McClendon trial opened, JSCO made national headlines for attempting to evict Terrance
Hall, an 18-year-old high school senior whose grandmother, his sole guardian, had died of cancer on February 17,
2019, after fighting her own eviction from the same unit. JSCO served Hall with an eviction notice three days after

his grandmother's death.

Gavin represented JSCO in the Hall proceedings. When the SF Chronicle asked for comment, she called Hall's
claim to have no other place to live "a lie." Three separate judges denied three separate attempts by JSCO to
immediately remove Hall, partly because Hall — a minor at the time of the original notice — was never named in

the original eviction papers.

Outside the courtroom, Gavin "declined to comment, saying that she was not permitted to speak to the press."
(Mission Local, March 2019)

Case 3: Dr. Smadar LaVie / Treasure Island (2017)

In 2017, Gavin filed a no-cause eviction against Dr. Smadar LaVie, a UC Berkeley anthropologist and
whistleblower who had spent years publicly documenting environmental contamination, radioactive pollution, and

illegal lease terms at Treasure Island — a San Francisco Navy base turned residential community where, according
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Section I: The John Stewart Company — Gavin's Primary Documented Client THE EVICTION ATTORNEY — INVESTIGATIVE DOSSIER

to census data cited by the Anti-Eviction Mapping Project, 70% of tenants are Black or Latina/o and the

majority are low-income.

LaVie alleges that when she contacted Gavin to request that the eviction date be pushed back past Yom Kippur (the

Jewish High Holy Day), Gavin replied:

"No. We're not going to change anything. Your holiday thing is perfect. While you're at church [sic], we'll go
ahead and file the unlawful detainer. And then on Sept. 29, we'll recover possession of your unit and change
the locks."

— Alleged statement by Mercedes Gavin, as reported by Dr. Smadar LaVie (SF Bay View; advocacy-sourced; not independently

verified in court filings)

The "at church”" phrasing was noted as a misidentification of Jewish High Holiday services. The exchange is
reported in the SF Bay View and attributed to a direct account from LaVie (an advocacy source). It has not been
independently verified in a court filing obtained for this report. LaVie's account should be characterized as alleged

and corroborated testimony, pending additional sourcing.

The Anti-Eviction Mapping Project documented that San Francisco's District 6, which includes Treasure Island, had
the highest number of eviction cases represented by the Eviction Defense Collaborative in 2016 — the year

immediately preceding LaVie's eviction.

A January 2026 city document — an agenda item for the Treasure Island Development Authority — lists "Law
Offices of Mercedes Gavin" in the correspondence section, confirming ongoing engagement with Treasure Island-

related matters as recently as early 2026. (Source: SF.gov, document 011426_6h_write_off.pdf)

Case 4: Lynette Moore / Pinole — Eviction Filed Same Day as Habitability
Settlement (2026)

Journalist Malik Washington reported in the Davis Vanguard on August 3, 2026, that Lynette Moore, a 54-year-old
single mother living in a Pinole apartment managed by The John Stewart Company, received a new eviction

petition on the same day she finalized a habitability settlement against JSCO.
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Section I: The John Stewart Company — Gavin's Primary Documented Client THE EVICTION ATTORNEY — INVESTIGATIVE DOSSIER

KEY TIMELINE: LYNETTE MOORE / PINOLE

e 2019: Moore moves into a Pinole unit managed by JSCO.
o Late 2020: Management incorrectly claims she owes $5,000 in back rent.

e 2021: She is overcharged up to $900 per month for ten months. A California Department of Real Estate audit

confirms the overcharges; she receives a rent credit.
e 2021-2024: Serious habitability failures: extreme heat, denied medical accommodations, water leaks.

o October 2024: Moore contacts Pinole Code Enforcement Officer Sarrah Patton. The building is red-tagged and
JSCO is fined. A Notice to Quit is served the next day.

e 2026: Moore wins habitability settlement. On the same day, JSCO files a new eviction petition. Court date: July
30, 2026.

Note: The Davis Vanguard article identifies Francisco Torrez (not Gavin) as JSCO's attorney of record in the Pinole matter. However, the

Moore case is situated within the broader pattern of JSCO retaliatory eviction conduct across multiple properties.
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Section II: The King-Garvey Co-op — The Current Crisis

Background on King-Garvey

The Martin Luther King—Marcus Garvey Square Cooperative Apartments (King-Garvey), located at 1680
Eddy Street in San Francisco's Fillmore District, is a 211-unit residential complex built on two full city blocks. It
was created in 1978 after HUD took over a financially distressed property, with the explicit intention of providing

low-income Black residents with a path to real estate equity and generational wealth.

Under the cooperative structure, each resident is a shareholder-owner, not a tenant. HUD subsidizes
approximately 70% of monthly carrying fees. Shareholders can sell or pass ownership stakes to family members —

a design specifically intended to build Black wealth in a neighborhood leveled by mid-century urban renewal.

King-Garvey underwent a major renovation completed in 2010, developed by Related Company California. The

current manager is Domus Management Company, a Lodi, California—based firm.

Gavin's History at King-Garvey

Matter Source

2008 Lela Martin et al. v. JSCO / King-Garvey (CGC-08- Defense attorney for both JSCO and PlainSite
480232) — wrongful eviction claim King-Garvey Co-op; motion to

strike granted, attorney fees awarded

2019 Ethel Flores vs. MLK/Marcus Garvey Square Attorney in case Trellis.law
2022 Daniel B. Landry vs. MLK-Marcus Garvey Square Appeared as witness; served UniCourt
Cooperative (Small Claims) as registered agent for service
of process
2026 Settlement Agreement (May 2026) Signs as "Attorney for Plaintiff Destination
Martin Luther King-Marcus Garvey Freedom Media

Square Apartments Inc."

The 2026 Mass Eviction Crisis

In March 2026, 16 King-Garvey residents received simultaneous eviction notices, all from attorney Gavin acting
on behalf of the co-op board. All 16 residents are Black. Most are senior citizens or disabled. (SF Standard, May
7, 2026; SFist, May 20, 2026)
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Section II: The King-Garvey Co-op — The Current Crisis THE EVICTION ATTORNEY — INVESTIGATIVE DOSSIER

The residents and their legal representatives allege that the debts cited in the eviction notices are the direct result of
Domus Management's failure to properly recertify residents with HUD for at least two years — an

administrative obligation that falls on Domus, not the residents.

KEY FACTS — 2026 MASS EVICTION CRISIS

o Alveries Harper, 85, who has lived at King-Garvey for 50 years, was first told she owed approximately $93,000

— then received an eviction notice citing $10,073.

o Nikki Love, Director of Legal Services at Open Door Legal (representing 7 residents): "We're still trying to

figure out what's happening... but it's a mess."

o Dorothy Ward, 84: "You don't wait for people to get behind thousands of dollars on rent or fees unless you are

secretly conspiring to evict them."

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT TERMS — MAY 2026 (GAVIN AS SIGNATORY)

A redacted settlement document published by Destination Freedom Media Group shows Gavin signing as

"Attorney for Plaintiff Martin Luther King-Marcus Garvey Square Apartments Inc." demanding:

e Total claimed: $64,053
o Initial payment: $13,999 due within 7 calendar days or face eviction
e Monthly payments: $250/month for 100 months

e Additional monthly rent payment of $2,905 due 5th of each month

Gavin's Alleged Conflicts of Interest at King-Garvey

Residents and board members — as reported by journalist Malik Washington in the Davis Vanguard (May 18,
2026) — accused Gavin of operating in three simultaneous conflicting roles:

1. Eviction attorney

2. Corporate counsel

3. Legal enforcer for Board President Linda Yoakum
Additional allegations (unproven; reported from community meeting):

e Attempts by board members to remove leadership were met with legal threats and procedural obstruction

from Gavin.
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Section II: The King-Garvey Co-op — The Current Crisis THE EVICTION ATTORNEY — INVESTIGATIVE DOSSIER

 Official legal documents increasingly reclassify shareholder-owners as "tenants" or "apartment

renters" — weakening residents' legal standing under the Davis-Stirling Act.

e Board members were denied access to governing documents, contracts, and legal materials.

Supervisor Mahmood: Gavin Refused to Meet; Domus Gave False Information

According to reporting by journalist Malik Washington — who spoke directly with a staff member for District 5
Supervisor Bilal Mahmood — Attorney Mercedes Gavin refused to meet with Supervisor Mahmood to discuss

the King-Garvey situation.

Domus Management agreed to speak with Mahmood's office but told his representatives no evictions were

planned — which was false. Mahmood confirmed publicly (SF Standard, July 7, 2026):

"Some of the management companies were operating in bad faith — they would tell us one thing and then do

the opposite the next day."

— Supervisor Bilal Mahmood, SF Standard, July 7, 2026

"They told us that no one was being evicted, and then the next day we see eviction notices the tenants brought

to us."

— Supervisor Bilal Mahmood, SF Standard, July 7, 2026

Mahmood also stated (Davis Vanguard, May 2026) that he "plans to call for hearings that could compel
Attorney Mercedes Gavin to appear and answer questions publicly” and intended to contact City Attorney

David Chiu regarding the allegations.

The Board of Supervisors Hearing Summons — Official Record
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SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS FILE #260799 — INTRODUCED JULY 7, 2026

"Hearing to investigate the mass evictions and concerns around habitability, affordable housing
recertification, payment processing, and resident safety at Martin Luther King-Marcus Garvey Square
Cooperative Apartments, Thomas Paine Square Apartments, and other properties currently or previously
under the management of Domus Management Company; and requesting Domus Management Company
(Cathy Metcalf and Christine Mason), Mercedes Gavin, Board of Directors of the Martin Luther King-
Marcus Garvey Square Cooperative Apartments, Inc. (Linda Yoakum, Sean Kim, Emilia Penate, Lavonne
MclIntosh, Quincy Collins, Martina Roland, Daniel Landry), Officers of the Allen Community
Development Corporation (Rev. Cecil L. Williams, Jr., Alice Johnson, Nicole Acker, Bobby Sisk), United
States Department of Housing and Urban Development Northern California Field Office, and San

Francisco Human Rights Commission to report."

Status: Referred to Government Audit and Oversight Committee, July 16, 2026. Subpoena authority available if

witnesses fail to appear. (Source: SF.gov Legistar, File #260799)
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Section III: Satellite Affordable Housing Associates

Satellite Affordable Housing Associates (SAHA), one of the largest nonprofit housing developers in the Bay Area,

is a second major Gavin client documented across multiple cases in Alameda County and federal courts.

Maceo Clardy / Berkeley (2023)

Maceo Clardy, 65, who had spent 40 years homeless before obtaining permanent housing in Berkeley from
SAHA, faced eviction. SAHA alleged harassment and threats of violence. Gavin, identified as "Satellite attorney
Mercedes Gavin," declined to speak on the record when contacted by Berkeleyside. Clardy could not read or

write and had not understood legal notices. (Berkeleyside, May 31, 2023)

Mary Ann Uribe / Stuart Pratt Manor (2024-2025)

Federal complaint Uribe v. Ponce (No. 24-cv-07411-JCS, N.D. Cal.) filed by Mary Ann Uribe, a disabled senior
at Stuart Pratt Manor in Alameda, alleged that Gavin, acting on behalf of SAHA, committed the following in

prosecuting the unlawful detainer:

« Failing to serve the unlawful detainer complaint on Uribe

 Plagiarizing proofs of service

Seeking discovery sanctions for requests never served

o Elder abuse and First Amendment retaliation

EVIDENTIARY CAUTION — URIBE V. PONCE

U.S. Magistrate Judge Joseph C. Spero issued an Order to Show Cause on January 13, 2025, finding the complaint
failed to state a plausible federal claim. The court ordered an amended complaint by January 31, 2025. These are
unproven allegations by a pro se plaintiff. The court declined to reach the merits at that stage. (Source:

CaseMine/CaseMine federal court order)

SAHA v. Joachim / 9th Circuit (2026)

Gavin represents SAHA in an active appeal before the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals (Case No. 26-2556). (Source:
Justia dockets, 2026)

Roach Infestation / Berkeley Senior Home (2024)
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SF Chronicle (September 2024) reported on a roach infestation at a Berkeley senior home managed by SAHA.
Gavin responded by email: "SAHA has never 'dismissed’ residents' concerns regarding the insect issues" — a

statement residents and advocates disputed.
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Section IV: Other Documented Clients and Cases

Oakland Housing Agency / Route Eviction (2018)

Judge reversed eviction; Gavin said she would seek an appeal and told Route in the courtroom "not to expect to be

let back in her apartment." (SF Chronicle, December 2018)

Chavez Management Group / San Jose
UniCourt records: Gavin represented Chavez Management Group in Chavez Management Group vs. Mashana
Wooten (2020) and Chavez Management Group vs. Robert Somerville (2015).

EAH Inc. / Northern District (2026)
Gavin filed a brief on behalf of EAH Inc. in Parent v. EAH Inc. (No. 3:25-cv-04126, N.D. Cal.), March 2026.
(Source: GovInfo.gov)

Mission Housing Development Corporation (2024-2025)

Trellis.law: Gavin represented Mission Housing Development Corporation as defendant in Murkelley LLC vs.
Mission Housing Development Corporation, including an evidentiary objection filing and opposition to motion for

summary judgment.

John Stewart Company / Valerie Hendricks (San Francisco)
Trellis.law: Gavin filed Application to Clerk for Judgment; judgment for restitution of possession at 867 Jamestown
Avenue, San Francisco.

John Stewart Company / Jawt Greenwald (2010)

Unlawful detainer filed June 28, 2010.

Recto v. Jacinto (Cal. Court of Appeal, A126648, A126998)

Gavin represented plaintiffs in a tenant-side constructive eviction case. Due to Gavin's illness, she did not attend

trial on June 17-19, 2009. Anomalous: this represents Gavin on the tenant side.

CONFIDENTIAL — PREPARED FOR INVESTIGATIVE
REPORTING PURPOSES ONLY
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Section V: Timeline of Key Documented Events

Section V: Timeline of Key Documented Events

THE EVICTION ATTORNEY — INVESTIGATIVE DOSSIER

Year / Date

1993

2008

2010

2015

2016

2017

2018

March 2019

July—August 2019

2019

2020

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

CONFIDENTIAL
REPORTING PURPOSES ONLY

Gavin admitted to California State Bar (Bar #164575)

Lela Martin v. JSCO / King-Garvey — Gavin defends both; motion to
strike granted

JSCO v. Greenwald — Gavin files UD for JSCO

Chavez Management v. Somerville — Gavin represents Chavez

JSCO/Gavin begins serial eviction notices against McClendon; 14 notices total

No-cause eviction of Dr. Smadar LaVie, Treasure Island; Gavin files UD
for JSCO

Oakland housing court reverses eviction; Gavin threatens appeal

Three attempts to evict 18-year-old Terrance Hall; Gavin represents JSCO;
all fail

McClendon eviction trial; judge criticizes "hiding the ball"; "unclean

hands" ruling

Ethel Flores v. MLK/MG Square — Gavin named in King-Garvey litigation

Chavez Management v. Wooten — Gavin represents Chavez

McClendon anti-SLAPP declaration filed by Gavin (CGC-20-582703)

SF Supervisors hearing on Treasure Island: Gavin described as
"bulldog attorney"

Daniel Landry v. King-Garvey — Gavin appears as witness, agent for service

SAHA v. Clardy — Gavin represents SAHA; declines press comment

Uribe v. Ponce — Uribe alleges Gavin misconduct; court orders

amended complaint

PREPARED FOR INVESTIGATIVE
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Cal Bar

PlainSite

Trellis.law

UniCourt

Mission Local

SF Bay View

SF Chronicle

Mission Local

Mission Local

Trellis.law

UniCourt

Trellis.law

SF Bay View

UniCourt

Berkeleyside

CaseMine



Section V: Timeline of Key Documented Events THE EVICTION ATTORNEY — INVESTIGATIVE DOSSIER

March 2026 16 Black seniors at King-Garvey receive simultaneous eviction notices; Gavin attorney for SF Standard
co-op
April 2026 Davis Vanguard names Gavin as "attorney of choice" for property management companies Davis Vanguard
May 2026 Settlement agreement: Gavin signs demanding $13,999 from King-Garvey tenant Destination
Freedom

May 2026 Community meeting: residents allege Gavin conflicts of interest at King-Garvey Davis Vanguard
May 2026 Mahmood announces intent to hold hearings; Gavin reportedly refuses to meet Davis Vanguard
July 2026 SF Board of Supervisors File #260799 formally names Gavin in hearing summons SF.gov Legistar
August Lynette Moore eviction petition filed same day as habitability settlement with JSCO Davis Vanguard
2026

CONFIDENTIAL — PREPARED FOR INVESTIGATIVE
REPORTING PURPOSES ONLY
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Section VI: Client/Entity Map

Section VI: Client/Entity Map

THE EVICTION ATTORNEY — INVESTIGATIVE DOSSIER

Property

Management Client

The John Stewart
Company (JSCO)

Martin Luther King-
Marcus Garvey Square
Co-op

Satellite Affordable
Housing Associates

(SAHA)

Domus Management
Company

Chavez Management

Group

EAH Inc.

Mission Housing
Development Corp

Valencia Gardens
Housing LP

Properties / Buildings

Valencia Gardens (Mission),
Treasure Island, Pinole, 867
Jamestown Ave SF

1680 Eddy St, San Francisco

(Fillmore)

Stuart Pratt Manor
(Alameda), South Berkeley
senior housing
King-Garvey (1680 Eddy),

Thomas Paine Square
(Western Addition)

San Jose (multiple)

Bay Area (multiple)

Bay Area

390 Valencia St, San
Francisco (Mission)

CONFIDENTIAL PREPARED FOR INVESTIGATIVE
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Tenant Population

Low-income, predominantly
Black and Latino,
public/subsidized housing

Black elderly shareholders /

HUD-subsidized

Low-income, senior,
disabled, some

formerly homeless

Low-income, predominantly
Black, elderly

Low-income residential

Low-income residential

Low-income residential

Low-income, public housing

18

Documented Role for Gavin

Unlawful detainers, anti-SLAPP
motions, appeals; multiple court
appearances

Corporate counsel, eviction
attorney, agent for service;

settlement agreement signatory

Unlawful detainers; 9th Circuit
appeal (26-2556)

Named in SF Board of
Supervisors subpoena
in connection with

Domus properties

Unlawful detainer representation

Defense in federal case (Parent v.
EAH, 2026)

Defense in civil matter

Motion for Entry of Judgment
(Hall case)



Section VII: Documented Patterns — Evidentiary Strength Scale THE EVICTION ATTORNEY — INVESTIGATIVE DOSSIER

Section VII: Documented Patterns — Evidentiary
Strength Scale

Pattern

Strength

Source Basis

Represents landlord side exclusively in
subsidized/affordable housing

Serial eviction notices following resolved lease
issues (McClendon)

Eviction filed day of/after tenant habitability

win (Moore/Pinole)

Eviction following tenant whistleblowing
(LaVie/Treasure Island)

Client judicially found to have acted in "bad
faith" (McClendon)

Gavin serves as co-op eviction attorney AND

corporate counsel simultaneously (King-Garvey)

Gavin refused to meet with Supervisor Mahmood

Domus gave false information to Mahmood's office

Gavin named in official SF Board of Supervisors

hearing summons

Alleged procedural misconduct in Uribe case

Reclassification of co-op shareholders as "tenants"

Declines to speak to press / refuses comment

CONFIDENTIAL PREPARED FOR INVESTIGATIVE
REPORTING PURPOSES ONLY

VERIFIED

VERIFIED

VERIFIED

CORROBORATED /
ADVOCACY-
SOURCED

VERIFIED

ALLEGED

REPORTED (credible

journalist source)

CONFIRMED

VERIFIED

ALLEGED (pro se

plaintiff)

ALLEGED

DOCUMENTED

(multiple instances)
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Multiple court records, news accounts,
Bar records

Court ruling, Mission Local primary news

Davis Vanguard direct reporting

SF Bay View/AEMP; not independently
verified in court docs

Judge Ulmer's published proposed ruling

Davis Vanguard/Malik Washington;
unconfirmed by contract

Malik Washington; confirmed by Mahmood's

public statements

SF Standard, Mahmood direct quote, July
7, 2026

SF.gov Legistar File #260799

CaseMine federal court order; no finding

on merits

Davis Vanguard community

meeting reporting

Mission Local; Berkeleyside
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Section VIII: Gaps and Unanswered Questions

1. Is Gavin personally the attorney of record on the 16 King-Garvey eviction notices? The settlement
agreement and SF hearing summons document her role. Direct confirmation of her signature on the

unlawful detainer filings would significantly strengthen this portion.

2. What happened in the Lynette Moore eviction proceeding (court date July 30, 2026)? Outcome not
yet public.

3. Did Gavin appear at the SF Board of Supervisors hearing (fall 2026)? Hearing introduced July 7, 2026;

testimony pending.

4. What is the full scope of Gavin's representation at King-Garvey? Her simultaneous roles as corporate
counsel, eviction attorney, and enforcer for Board President Yoakum remain resident allegations pending

documentary confirmation.

5. What happened in the Uribe v. Ponce amended complaint? Deadline was January 31, 2025. Case

outcome not reviewed.

6. What is Gavin's contractual relationship to Domus Management? Not yet documented separately from

the co-op board engagement.

7. Comprehensive demographic database needed: A full database of Gavin's eviction filings by property

and tenant race/income would be the most powerful analytical tool.
8. Lynette Moore first-person testimony would materially strengthen the habitability-retaliation pattern.

9. Has the California State Bar received complaints regarding Gavin? Non-public complaints would

require a formal Public Records Act request.

CONFIDENTIAL PREPARED FOR INVESTIGATIVE
REPORTING PURPOSES ONLY
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Section IX: Suggested Next Reporting Steps and Interview Targets THE EVICTION ATTORNEY — INVESTIGATIVE DOSSIER

Section IX: Suggested Next Reporting Steps and

Interview Targets

Documents to Obtain

o Full unlawful detainer filings at King-Garvey (March 2026) with Gavin's signature

¢ King-Garvey co-op governing documents / management contract with Domus

¢ Gavin's engagement letter or contract with the co-op board

e Full case file in Uribe v. Ponce (24-cv-07411-JCS) post-amended complaint

e Outcome of Moore v. JSCO eviction proceeding (July 30, 2026)

o SF Board of Supervisors fall 2026 hearing transcript when available

Interview Targets

Contact

Relevance / Notes

Lynette Moore

Shantel McClendon

Nikki Love, Open Door Legal

Ryan Murphy, Eviction
Defense Collaborative

Bilal Mahmood, SF District 5 Supervisor

Daniel Landry, King-Garvey
board member

Dede Hewitt (SHERO)

Dr. Smadar LaVie

Linda Yoakum, King-Garvey
Board President

Mercedes Gavin

CONFIDENTIAL PREPARED FOR INVESTIGATIVE
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Primary source for habitability/retaliation pattern

Primary source; extensively documented

Representing 7 King-Garvey residents

McClendon's attorney; observed Gavin's conduct across multiple JSCO cases

Confirmed Domus bad faith; can speak to Gavin's refusal to meet

Appeared in small claims case; named in SF hearing summons

Tenant advocate at King-Garvey

Treasure Island eviction; multiple published accounts

Alleged to be Gavin's primary point of contact

Formal right-of-reply request should be on record before publication

21
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Jack Gardner, John Stewart Company CEO Has made public comments; could confirm or contest Gavin's role

Anti-Eviction Mapping Project For demographic data on eviction filings at properties Gavin has serviced

CONFIDENTIAL — PREPARED FOR INVESTIGATIVE
REPORTING PURPOSES ONLY

22



Section X: Source Log with Evidentiary Ratings

Section X: Source Log with Evidentiary Ratings

THE EVICTION ATTORNEY — INVESTIGATIVE DOSSIER

Evidentiary Strength

California State Bar —

Gavin Profile

SF Standard — King-
Garvey crisis

SF Standard —
Mahmood hearing

Mission Local —
McClendon trial

Mission Local — "Unclean
Hands" ruling

Mission Local —

Terrance Hall

Mission Local —
Mahmood hearing

SF.gov Legistar —
File #260799

Davis Vanguard — Black

seniors King-Garvey

Davis Vanguard — "We Are
Not Disposable"

Davis Vanguard — Lynette
Moore / Pinole

SF Bay View — Treasure

Island racialized evictions

apps.calbar.ca.gov/attorney/Licensee/Detail/164575

sfstandard.com/2026/05/07/fillmore-housing-coop-

eviction-crisis/

sfstandard.com/2026/07/07/bilal-mahmood-
hearing-fillmore-affordable-housing/

missionlocal.org (July 14, 2019)

missionlocal.org (August 2019)

missionlocal.org (March 2019)

missionlocal.org (July 2026)

sfgov.legistar.com — File #260799

davisvanguard.org/2026/04/gentrification-

displacement-black-seniors-fillmore/

davisvanguard.org/2026/05/black-elders-
fear-displacement/

davisvanguard.org/2026/08/single-mother-wins-

eviction-case/

sfbayview.com/2018/01/racialized-evictions-are-

part-of-treasure-island-redevelopment/

CONFIDENTIAL PREPARED FOR INVESTIGATIVE
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Current

May 7,
2026

July 7,
2026

Jul 14,
2019

Aug 2019

Mar 2019

Jul 2026

Jul 7,
2026

Apr 30,
2026

May 18,
2026

Aug 3,
2026

Jan 2018

Primary

official

Major
credible outlet

Major
credible outlet

Credible

local news

Contains
judicial ruling language

Credible

local news

Credible

local news

Official
government record

Advocacy-

adjacent investigative

Advocacy-
adjacent investigative

Advocacy-
adjacent investigative

Advocacy/community

newspaper



Section X: Source Log with Evidentiary Ratings

SF Bay View —
Treasure Island

supervisors hearing

Berkeleyside —
Maceo Clardy

SF Chronicle —
Oakland/Route eviction

SF Chronicle — Berkeley

senior/roaches

PlainSite — Lela Martin v.
JSCO/King-Garvey

UniCourt — Landry v.
King-Garvey

CaseMine — Uribe
v. Ponce

Trellis.law — McClendon
anti-SLAPP

Settlement Agreement

(Gavin signature)

SFist — King-
Garvey seniors

sfbayview.com/2021/03 (Treasure Island)

berkeleyside.org/2023/05/31/berkeley-man-faces-

eviction-40-years-homelessness

sfchronicle.com (December 2018)

sfchronicle.com (September 2024)

plainsite.org — CGC-08-480232

unicourt.com — King-Garvey (2022)

casemine.com — 24-cv-07411-JCS

trellis.law — CGC-20-582703

destination-freedom.org/wp-
content/uploads/2026/05/Settlement-
Agreement_Redacted.pdf

sfist.com/2026/05/20

CONFIDENTIAL — PREPARED FOR INVESTIGATIVE
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2021

May 31,
2023

2018

Sep
2024

2008-

09

2022

2024

2020

May
2026

May 20,
2026

Advocacy/community

newspaper

Credible

local news

Major

credible outlet

Major
credible outlet

Court

docket record

Court

docket record

Published
federal court order

Court
filing document

Legal document;
partially redacted

Credible
local news



Defamation and Evidentiary Guardrails THE EVICTION ATTORNEY — INVESTIGATIVE DOSSIER

Defamation and Evidentiary Guardrails

The following distinctions are maintained throughout this document and must be preserved in any derivative

reporting or publication:

CRITICAL LEGAL AND EDITORIAL DISTINCTIONS

o Judicially established fact: The "unclean hands" and "bad faith" findings of Judge Ulmer (Valencia Gardens,
2019) are directed at The John Stewart Company, not at Gavin personally.

¢ Gavin's conduct as attorney: Gavin presented the company's positions in court; the judge criticized those

positions. This is documentable but must not be described as a personal finding against Gavin.

o Alleged by residents/board members (unproven): Dual-role conflicts of interest at King-Garvey;

reclassification of shareholders as "tenants"; intimidation of dissenting board members.

o Alleged by pro se federal plaintiff (unproven): Procedural misconduct in Uribe v. Ponce. The court ordered an

amended complaint — not a finding against Gavin.

¢ Reported conduct (advocacy-sourced, not yet independently corroborated): LaVie's account of the Yom

Kippur exchange; accusations of fabricating income claims and threatening psychotherapist.

o No public State Bar discipline on record. This is a significant factual note that must appear in any

published piece.

o Pattern should be described as "appears consistent with" or "raises questions about" until more documents

are obtained and a right-of-reply is extended to Gavin.

This research dossier is a working document. Additional materials, testimony from Lynette Moore, and
documents from ongoing proceedings — particularly the fall 2026 SF Board of Supervisors hearing — will

materially advance this investigation.

Compiled by research team | August 2026 | For investigative reporting use
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Martin Luther King - Marcus Garvey Square T e |
Apartments, Incorporated ’ (5

1680 Eddy Street, San Frandisco, CA 94115 |

EQUAL

EQUAL LIOUSING (415) 921-3321 phone; (415) 921-8141 fax TDD (415) 3454470

April 28, 2026 SHAREHOLDER LETTER
Dear Shareholders:

UPDATE ON THE REFINANCE PROJECT:
Please see the attached April 20, 2026 Board Resolution approving the refinance of

King/Garvey’s current mortgage that has a balloon payment due at the beginning of November
2026.

The following Board _Directors voted to approve the attached Board Resolution:

=3

. Linda Yoakum, President,

2. Sean Kim, Vice President & Treasurer,
3. Emilia Penate, and

4. Lavonne Mcintosh

Special thanks to the above Board Directors for taking time out of their busy day to vote on this
very important Board Resolution.

After the Refinance Loan funds in either late May 2026 of June 2026, the Board Directors will be
meeting to plan a celebratory get together for all the Shareholders in the Community Room to
commemorate this historic refinance that will be a loan that does not require future refinancing and
it will provide for the loan to be fully paid off in 20 years.

KING/GARVEY WEBSITE

Shareholders are encouraged to sign onto the King/Garvey Website to view the many documents
that have been uploaded to the Website. The Website serves as an archive for historic and
current documents and puts an end to the problems with the documents in the Corporate Book

going missing on an ongoing basis. In the next month, a mailing will go out that once again sends
the Shareholder’s their email address to sign onto the Website.

Respectfully,
Linda Yoakum, President of the Board of Directors
Sean Kim, Vice President & Treasurer of the Board of Directors
CcC:
Emilia Penate, Secretary of the Board of Directors
Lavonne Mclintosh, Board Director
Martina Roland, Board Director
Daniel Landry, Board Director
Quincy Collins, Board Director

April 28,2026 Page 1 of 1




Martin Luther King - Marcus Garvey Square " e |
Apartments, Incorporated (E\

1680 Eddy Street, San Francisco, CA 94115
EouAL HouNG (415) 921-3321 phone; (415) 921-8141 fax

TDD (415) 3454470

On April 15, 2026, a Notice for a Special Shareholder Meeting for a Closed Executive Session
was mailed to Shareholders in English & Korean for a meeting on April 20, 2026 @ 12:30 pm
in the Board Room of Martin Luther King-Marcus Garvey Square Apartments, Incorporated

(hereafter King/Garvey) with the following Agenda that was set forth in the Notice of
meeting to the Shareholders:

To discuss and vote on a Board Resolution to approve the current mortgage that has a ballon
payment due in November 2026 to be refinanced and for Linda Yoakum, as Board President,

to be authorized to sign any and all documents that are necessary for the Refinance of the
current mortgage.

Board Directors were permitted to appear by ZOOM.

The King/Garvey Board of Directors, as authorized by the Davis Sterling Act, with Notice and a
quorum of the Board of Directors present, held a Closed Executive Board Session on April 20, 2026 to
consider and vote on the following Proposed Board Resolution #1:

BOARD RESOLUTION #1:

King/Garvey through its Board of Directors approves to refinance the current mortgage
that has a ballon payment due in November 2026. Furthermore, the Board of Directors
approve Linda Yoakum, as Board President, to be authorized on behalf of King/Garvey to
sign any and all documents that are necessary for the current mortgage to be refinanced.

DISCUSSION: King/Garvey’s current mortgage is for about twenty nine million dollars
($29,000,000). The current mortgage has a ballon payment due in November 2026.
King/Garvey does not have the discretion to decide not to refinance its current mortgage.

If King/Garvey does not refinance its current mortgage by the end of November 2026, the
entire loan balance can be called due and since King/Garvey would not be in a position to pay
the balance owing on the current mortgage, King/Garvey would be in default of its current
mortgage. This in turn could result in the start of a foreclosure action against King/Garvey for

failing to pay the ballon payment of approximately twenty nine million ($29,00,000) by the
end of November 2026.

The Proposed Refinance Loan for King/Garvey’s current mortgage can close and fund as early
as the end of May 2026 or by the end of June 2026. The Proposed Refinance Loan can timely
pay off King/Garvey's current mortgage, which would avoid King/Garvey being in default of its
current mortgage that is due by the end of November 2026.

Itis in King/Garvey’s best interest to have its current mortgage refinance as soon as possible
and not to wait to refinance its current mortgage. The county’s economy is in uncertain times,

Page 1 of 3
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and it is unpredictable what unforeseen political event could occur that King/Garvey is not in
control of that could result in a higher interest rate.

Any increase in the interest rates on the Proposed Refinance Loan could cause King/Garvey to
pay millions of dollars more in interest over the life of the loan.

In order for King/Garvey to effectuate obtaining the Refinance Mortgage, there must be
someone with corporate authority that can sign any and all documents that are necessary to
obtain the Proposed Refinance Loan. This Resolution memorializes that Linda Yoakum, as the
Board President has the authority to take such action on behalf of King/Garvey.

WHEREAS, following the presentation by Linda Yoakum, a Motion was made to approve and

adopt Board Resolution #1 by Board Director h\ \3 °V\V\l.\l M (T'“e Motion was seconded

by Board Director B Ll e P@h&k‘f

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the following Board Directors of King/Garvey

that are present to vote to approve, adopt, and authorize Board Resolution #1 in its entirety
are as follows:

Dated: April 20, 2026

BY;QJ/@ YR Uk
Lind Yoak}:m, Board President of the Board of Directors

Martin Luther King-Marcus Garvey Square Cooperative Apartments, Inc.

Dated: Aprrll 20, 2026

,.-—-\’_'k —

Sean Kim, Bgard Vice President and Treasurer of the Board of Directors
Martin Luther King-Marcus Garvey Square Cooperative Apartments, Inc.

Dated: ﬁ,prll 20, 20263 -

By:( ﬂ#fbﬁﬂ C,»-; :2, [
Emile Penate, Boar:‘:'l Secretary of the Board of Directors

Martin Luther King-Marcus Garvey Square Cooperative Apartments, Inc.

Page 2 of 3
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Dated: April 20, 2026

W W77,

/‘T:Mtagzle Mclintosh, Board Director of the Board of Directors
~—  Martin-Luther King-Marcus Gafvey Square Cooperative Apartments, Inc.

Dated: April 20, 2026

By:
Martina Roland, Board Director
Martin Luther King-Marcus Garvey Square Cooperative Apartments, Inc.

Dated: April 20, 2026

By:
Daniel Landry, Board Director
Martin Luther King-Marcus Garvey Square Cooperative Apartments, Inc.

Dated: April 20, 2026

By:
Quincy Collins, Board Director
Martin Luther King-Marcus Garvey Square Cooperative Apartments, Inc.

That concludes this Executive Session of the Board Meeting.

Page 3 of 3
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	-​•  Avoiding Conflicts of Interest:​To avoid conflicts of interest, the association’s lawyer does not represent individual directors, homeowners, or the management company. If a dispute erupted between the association and the management company, the attorney would have to recuse him/herself from representing either client. As legal counsel to an association, a lawyer should never represent other persons or entities that could have conflicting interests with the association. When hiring legal counsel to represent the association, boards should ask whether the counsel represents management companies. If the attorney does, he/she will likely put the management company’s interests ahead of the association’s. Boards should drop that attorney from consideration. 
	-​ 
	-​•  Stock Certificates:​An owner's interest in the corporation is evidenced by shares of stock or a certificate of membership. If a person borrows money from a bank to purchase shares of stock, the shares are typically held by the bank as collateral for the loan.  
	-​•   HUD Regulation 4381.5 REV-2: (3) (4) Failure to Adequately Maintain the Physical Condition of the Property. If an   
	-​    owner/agent has received proper notice of a deficient physical condition and failed to take the necessary action to   
	-​    correct the problem, the  owner/agent may be considered in violation of the applicable HUD agreement/contract.  
	-​    EXAMPLE: A physical inspection of a Section 8 Substantial Rehabilitation project revealed electrical hazards and 
	-​    inadequate heating. If  the owner agent failed to take the corrective actions specified in the notice from HUD within 
	-​    the required time period, the owner agent would be in violation of the project's HAP Contract. Failure to Follow 
	-​    Proper ManagementPractices, if an owner/agent receives an unsatisfactory rating during a HUD management 
	-​    review and does not take the necessary actions to improve management performance at the project, the    
	-​    owner/agent   owner/agent may be considered in violation of the applicable HUD agreement/contract.  
	             •   12600. INSPECT & COPY RECORDS: 
	    (a) (1) The accounting books, records, and minutes of proceedings of the shareholders and the board and 
	    committees of the board of any domestic corporation, and of any foreign corporation keeping any records in 
	    this state or having its principal office in California, or a true and accurate copy thereof if the original has been lost, 
	    destroyed, or is not normally physically located within this state shall be open to inspection at the corporation’s 
	    principal office in California, or if none, at the physical location for the corporation’s registered agent for service of 
	    process in this state, upon the written demand on the corporation of any shareholder or holder of a voting trust  
	    certificate at any reasonable time during usual business hours, for a purpose reasonably related to the holder’s 
	    interests as a shareholder or as the holder of a voting trust certificate. (2) As an alternative to the procedure in  
	    subdivision (a), the shareholder or holder of a voting trust certificate may elect to request that the corporation 
	    produce the books, records, and minutes by mail or electronically, if the shareholder or holder of a voting trust 
	    certificate pays for the reasonable costs for copying or converting the requested documents to electronic format. 

	PC.pdf
	 
	 
	 
	                                                                                                     -  Page 5 - 
	                                                               HUD Regulation Handbook 4381.5 REV-2  
	                                                                    Non-Oversight: 
	(3) (4) Failure to Adequately Maintain the Physical Condition of the Property: If an  owner/agent has received proper notice of a deficient physical condition and failed to take the necessary action to correct the problem, the  owner/agent may be considered in violation of the applicable HUD agreement/contract. EXAMPLE: A physical inspection of a Section 8 Substantial Rehabilitation project revealed electrical hazards and inadequate heating. If  the owner agent failed to take the corrective actions specified in the notice from HUD within the required time period, the owner agent would be in violation of the project's HAP Contract. Failure to follow proper Management practices, if an owner/agent receives an unsatisfactory rating during a HUD management review and does not take the necessary actions to improve management performance at the project, the owner/agent owner/agent may be considered in violation of the applicable HUD agreement/contract.  
	12600. INSPECT & COPY RECORDS: (a) Subject to Sections 12601 and 12602 and unless the corporation provides a reasonable alternative pursuant to subdivision (c), a member may do either or both of the following as permitted by subdivision (b):(1) Inspect and copy the record of all the members’ names, addresses, and voting rights, at reasonable times, upon five business days’ prior written demand upon the corporation which demand shall state the purpose for which the inspection rights are requested; or this is also the position taken by the California State Bar in Rule 3-600(A) of the Rules of Professional Conduct: “In representing an organization, a  



