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Plaintiffs-Appellants Frank Foo (Frank) and Vera Foo
Yokoi (Vera) (collectively Appellants) appeal fromthe anended
final judgnent entered on March 1, 2001, that finalized (1) the
Novenber 5, 1999 "Order Ganting in Part and Denying in Part
Def endants' Mdtion to Dismss Plaintiffs' Conplaint Filed
April 28, 1999, and for Sanctions,” (2) the February 18, 2000
"Order Granting Defendant's Mtion for Summary Judgnent Filed on
Novenber 19, 1999," and (3) the January 18, 2001 "Order G anting
Def endants' Mbotion for Taxation of Attorneys' Fees Pursuant to
HRS § 607-14." W conclude that "(1)" is half-right and half-
wrong because none of this case belongs in the civil court and
all of it belongs in the probate court. W further concl ude that

(2)" and "(3)" are wong.



. BACKGROUND

The follow ng are facts all eged by Appellants.

The property accunul ated by Francis K. C. Foo (Francis)
and Evelyn S. Foo (Evelyn) during their marriage included parcels
of real property located on the islands of Oahu and Hawaii. On
or before April 15, 1983, Francis and Evelyn inplenented their
estate plan by each executing reciprocal marital and residuary
trusts! and conveying real property to the trusts. Wen Francis
died in 1984, Evelyn appoi nted her ol dest son, Defendant- Appellee
Wendel | Foo (Wendell), as co-trustee of the Evelyn S. Foo Trust,
Evel yn becane the successor trustee of the Francis K C. Foo
Trust, and Wendell conmenced his erroneous belief that he was
co-trustee of the Francis K C. Foo Trust. At various tines
thereafter, interests in various parcels of real property owned
by the Francis K. C. Foo Trust, including the real property
involved in this case, were conveyed to the Evelyn S. Foo Trust.

On Septenber 9, 1993, Wendell and Evelyn did the
following: (1) they signed, as general partners, the Certificate
of Limted Partnership (Certificate) of Defendant-Appell ee Hawai i
Estate Ventures, Ltd. (HEV), and (2) as the co-trustees of the

Evelyn S. Foo Trust, they conveyed the interest? of the

1 No trust documents are in the record.

2 The percent of the interest of the Evelyn S. Foo Trust in the rea
property that was conveyed has not been specified. It appears that the
interest was 100%



Evelyn S. Foo Trust in uninproved real property on the island of
Hawai ‘i, nanely "The Gold Coast Property" (33,343 square feet)
and "The Auhaukeae Property" (7,096 square feet), to HEV for one
t housand dol | ars ($1, 000.00) per parcel.

Frank all eges he | earned of the real property transfers
in June of 1996.

On Septenber 27, 1993, (1) the Certificate was filed in
the office of the Secretary of State of the State of California,
and (2) Evelyn transferred ninety percent (90% of her interest
in HEV to Wendell (two percent (2% as general partner, and
eighty-eight (88% as |imted partner), tw percent (2% to
Wendell's wife (as a limted partner), and six percent (6% to
Wendell's children (as Iimted partners). The reported gift tax
val ue of the ninety-eight percent (98% transferred was four
hundred forty-two thousand, two hundred sixty-nine dollars and
ten cents ($442,269.10).

1. PROCEDURAL HI STORY
Appel lants filed their first civil conplaint (First

Conplaint) in Foo v. Foo, Civil No. 97-1119-03, Circuit Court of

the First Crcuit, State of Hawai‘i, on March 21, 1997. On
June 20, 1997, Judge Virginia Lea Crandall granted the
def endants' cross-notion to dismss the First Conplaint, ruling

that the First Conplaint was an action for an accounting by a



trustee that "should have been brought originally before the
probate court." Judge Crandall also denied the plaintiffs
notion to transfer action to probate because it was not
"appropriate to transfer a civil action to probate court,"” but
gave Appellants leave to file a petition to initiate trust
proceedi ngs in probate court.

On Septenber 8, 1997, Appellants filed with the probate
court a "Petition for Accounting by Trustees and for Mandatory

Medi ation" in Foo v. Foo, T. No. 97-0106, Circuit Court of the

First Crcuit, State of Hawai ‘i, nam ng Wendell and Evel yn as
Respondents. The request for nediation eventually was w t hdrawn
but the probate proceedi ng was pendi ng when this appeal was
filed.

On Novenber 30, 1997, Evelyn resigned as the trustee
for both trusts and Wendell thereby becane the sole trustee of
both trusts, one by survival and one by succession. Evelyn died
on Septenber 13, 1998, and her last will and testanent naned
Wendel | as personal representative of her estate. The record
does not reveal when Evelyn signed her last will and testanent.

On April 28, 1999, Appellants filed a conplaint (Second

Complaint) in Foo v. Foo, Civil No. 99-1722-04, Circuit Court of

the First Crcuit, State of Hawai ‘i, against Wendell and HEV

all eging the foll owi ng causes of action:



6. Plaintiffs . . . allege . . . that at all tines
mentioned in this conplaint, Defendants were the agents and
enpl oyees of their codefendants, and in doing the things alleged
inthis conplaint were acting within the course and scope of such
agency and enpl oynent.

15. On or before April 15, 1983, Francis K C. Foo and
Evel yn Foo made and entered into a contract and agreement, wherein
each of them prom sed and agreed to and with the other, and in
consi deration of the prom ses, representations, and agreement of
the other, to create an estate plan. The contract involved
creation on that date of mutual, reciprocal wills and trusts. The
parties conveyed the bulk of their real property to the said
trusts; Plaintiffs are informed and believe that an approxi mately
equal share of the properties was conveyed to each trust. The
maj or features of the trusts were:

A Upon the death of either spouse, the survivor
woul d set aside, in a separate Marital Trust, assets which
qualified for the marital deduction under applicable
provi sions of the Internal Revenue Code, with incone from
the Marital Trust payable to the survivor.

B. Al'l other property, along with all assets
remaining fromthe Marital Trust after the death of the
survivor, would be transferred to a Residuary Trust. The
Resi duary Trust was to terninate upon the death of the
surviving spouse, with all assets then held by the Residuary
Trust to be distributed to Paintiffs and Defendant Wendel
Foo, the surviving issue of Francis K. C. Foo and Evel yn Foo,
per stirpes.

16. Foll owi ng the death of Francis K C. Foo, Evelyn Foo
becane the successor trustee of the Francis K C. Foo Trust. From
April 15, 1983, she was the trustee of the Evelyn Foo Trust.
Plaintiffs are informed and believe that the two trusts contained
nost of the accunul ated real property formerly held by husband and
wife together. |In addition, Evelyn Foo becane trustee of the
Marital Trust provided for in the Francis K C. Foo Trust for the
care of his surviving spouse.

21. Through the exercise of his undue influence over
Evel yn Foo, and through the m suse of his office of trustee,
Wendel | Foo caused Evelyn Foo to convey real property that had
originally been owned jointly by his parents into the Evel yn Foo
trust, and finally directly to himor to entities controlled by
him in defeat of Plaintiffs' expectancy in the properties.

22. One such entity to which Wendell Foo caused trust
property to be conveyed is Defendant HEV, a California limted
partnership fornmed in 1993 for the specific purpose of owning
Hawai i properties wongfully conveyed to it fromthe Foo
trusts. . . . Wendell Foo caused properties on the |Island of
Hawaii worth several mllion dollars to be conveyed to HEV wit hout
consi derati on.



I. Breach of Contract.

26. Prior to his death, Francis K C. Foo perforned fully
all his obligations under the said contract to provide equally for
all three of the Foo children.

27. Plaintiffs are third party beneficiaries of the said
contract and have fully performed all obligations required of them
under the contract.

28. As a direct and proximte result of the undue
i nfluence of Wendell Foo, by neans of which Wendell Foo took
advant age of her unsoundness of mind, Evelyn Foo failed to perform
her obligations under the contract to provide equally for her
three children after her death, and instead altered her will and
trust instrunents, after the death of Francis K C. Foo, to permt
nost of the property in her estate to go to Wendell Foo, or to be
gi ven away by Wendell Foo to parties not naned in the origina
contract.

29. As a result of the aforesaid actions of Defendant,
Plaintiffs have been damaged in an anpbunt to be proven at trial

II. Undue Influence

30. The al | egati ons contai ned in paragraphs 1 through 29
are reall eged and incorporated as though fully set forth herein.

31. By reason of the relationship of trust and confidence
exi sting between Wendell Foo and Evel yn Foo, and by reason of
Evel yn Foo's hei ghtened susceptibility to Wendell Foo's influence,
and by reason of Wendell Foo' s disposition to use wongful neans
to achi eve his ends of enriching hinmself, Wndell Foo was able to
and did exert an undue influence on Evel yn Foo in obtaining her
signature to various transfers of property which benefit[t]ed him
at the expense of Plaintiffs. The undue influence exerted by
Wendel | Foo was coercive and destroyed the free agency of Evelyn
Foo, and it resulted in the substitution of Wendell Foo's will for
that of Evel yn Foo.

32. Evel yn Foo's execution of the docunments involved in
the transfers of said properties was due solely to the deceit and
undue influence of Wendell Foo on Evelyn Foo, which amounted to a
fraud on the rights of Plaintiffs.

33. As a direct and proximte result of the above actions
of Wendell Foo, Plaintiffs have been damaged in an anount to be
proven at trial

III. Interference With Inheritance Expectancy

34. The al l egati ons contai ned in paragraphs 1 through 33
are reall eged and incorporated as though fully set forth herein



35. Francis K. C. Foo and Evel yn Foo, on nany occasi ons
prior to their deaths, inforned Plaintiffs that they intended to
pass on their estate to all three of their children in equa
shares. The estate plan which Francis K. C. Foo and Evelyn Foo
created on April 15, 1983, through their execution of mutual and
reciprocal wills and trusts, enbodied their stated intent.
Thereafter, Francis K C. Foo and Evel yn Foo, and each of them
informed Plaintiffs that all three children had been provi ded for
equally in the estate plan.

36. The above described actions of Wendell Foo were
undertaken deliberately and with the intent to interfere with the
expectancy by Plaintiffs of their inheritance. Said interference
was carried out tortiously by means of duress or undue infl uence.
But for the said interference, Plaintiffs would have received
their expectancy with reasonabl e certainty, and as a consequence
of the interference they have suffered damages in an anount to be
proven at trial.

IVv. Lack of Testamentary Capacity.

37. The al | egati ons contai ned in paragraphs 1 through 36
are real |l eged and incorporated as though fully set forth herein.

38. At the time Evelyn Foo executed the docunents for the
aforesai d property transfers, . . . [s]he was incapable of
transacting business matters and she was not possessed of
sufficient nental capacity to nake a clear, intelligent, and
vol untary disposition of her property.

The Second Conpl ai nt requested an order for accounting,
a declaration that Appellants are the equitable owners of
two-thirds of the real and personal property of the estates of
Francis and Evelyn, an inposition of a constructive trust, an
order requiring Wendell to convey to Appellants their two-thirds,
a judgnment for two-thirds of the income fromthe properties from
March 13, 1984, general and special damages, punitive danmages,
and costs and attorney fees.

Al'so on April 28, 1999, but in the probate court in
T. No. 97-0106, Appellants filed against Wendel |l an "Anended

Petition for Accounting and Distribution by Trustee" (Anmended



Petition) alleging that the conveyance of the real properties to
HEV was invalid and/or illegal and asking for an accounting, the
i mposition of a constructive trust, and the assessnent of
damages, attorney fees and costs. The Anended Petition al so
al l eged that, on Novenber 30, 1996, the assessed val ue of
properties was as foll ows:

CGol d Coast Property $2, 501, 500

Auhaukeae Property $ 192,400

On May 25, 1999, in Cvil No. 99-1722-04, Appellants
first request for the production of docunents and things to
Wendell was nmailed to the attorney for Wendell and HEV.

On May 28, 1999, in Gvil No. 99-1722-04, Wndell and
HEV fil ed "Defendants' Mtion to Dismss Plaintiffs' Conplaint
Filed April 28, 1999, and for Sanctions.” On Novenber 5, 1999,
after a hearing on June 30, 1999, Judge Kevin S. C. Chang entered
the "Order Ganting in Part and Denying in Part Defendants
Motion to Dismss Plaintiffs' Conplaint Filed April 28, 1999, and

for Sanctions.”™ This order stated, in relevant part, as foll ows:

1. Plaintiffs' clainms against defendant Wendell Foo
contained in the Conplaint filed on April 28, 1999, are DI SM SSED
wi thout prejudice. To the extent that any of the clains are not
al ready presented in the Anended Petition filed on April 28,
199[9] in T. NO 97-0106, Plaintiffs should consider amendnent of
their Amended Petition.

2. The bal ance of Defendants' notion, which seeks
di sm ssal of the conplaint against [HEV], is DEN ED, Hawai i
Revi sed Statutes § 560.7-201(A) [sic] and 206.



The Court nmkes no ruling or deternmination as to any issue
related to consolidation of proceedings or inposition of a stay of
pr oceedi ngs.

On July 19, 1999, Wendell filed his objection to
Appel I ants' request for production of docunents and things on the
basis that Wendell was no | onger a party to the action.

On Novenber 19, 1999, HEV noved for summary judgnent,

arguing that (1) the Second Conplaint did not allege any w ongf ul

acts on the part of HEV, or (2) Counts IIl and IV have no basis
inlaw. In their opposition filed on February 4, 2000,
Appel l ants stated, in relevant part, as follows: "No depositions

have been conducted in this action yet. The first depositions
are schedul ed for |ate February and early March, 2000. For that
reason, Defendant's Mdtion for Sunmary Judgnment is premature
within the neaning of Rule 56(f), HR C.P."

In relevant part, the followi ng was stated at the

February 14, 2000 hearing on HEV's notion for sunmary judgnent:

[ COUNSEL FOR HEV] :

And all of the transfers to HEV that are the subject of his
conpl ai nt have been alleged in the second anended petition [in
probate court]. In fact they amended their petition after Judge
Chang di snmi ssed Wendell Foo. So whatever —- he said, well
what ever you think isn't there you can amend your petition which
they did. They anended and have a second anended petition.

. . . [Ilt hasn't been articulated to us why they need to
have them separately nanmed. And | could understand it if there
was sone all egation about maybe a wrong that was separate fromthe
trust transfers, you know, sonething that this partnership had
done to their business or to thenselves that was other than the

trust transfers. But thereisn't. |I1t's all about HEV received
two properties fromthe trust property. That's — that's the
whol e basis of the allegations against HEV. And there's nothing
el se.



. Your Honor, the problemis if you had a jury decidi ng
t hese, would they have separate liability agai nst HEV and
liability agai nst Wendell Foo when these are the sane all eged
wrongs? Conceptually that doesn't seemright because there's
not hi ng addi ti onal against HEV that they haven't already all eged
agai nst \Wendel | Foo.

[ COUNSEL FOR APPELLANTS]: It doesn't seem i ke surpl usage
to us, Your Honor. . . . [Tlhis is the only action in which [HEV]
is aparty. And it's not accurate to say that the only thing they
did was to receive the property. They also ratified the w ongful
acts of Wendell Foo, and they benefitted fromthose w ongful acts.

Wendel | Foo was the agent for this partnership. A
partnership has to act through a human bei ng, a human person
Wendel I Foo was the person who acted on behalf of the partnership
in these actions of which we're conplaining. And since the
partnership ratified and benefitted fromhis wongful acts, the
partnership is liable. That's the theory of the case.

[ COUNSEL FOR HEV]: Well, Your Honor, | just wonder what's
di fferent today than what happened . . . three years ago when Your
Honor di sm ssed and said it was supposed to be in probate court.
They nanmed HEV as a defendant in their first civil suit. They
were there then. | don't understand what's different now .
not hi ng nore has happened with respect to HEV

So we don't quite understand what the separate civil basis
of liability is when their opposition nmakes it clear it's al

based on what Wendell Foo did. It's all vicarious liability. If
so, then why is it they don't have an adequate renedy goi ng though
pr obat e.

And the case |law we cited points out when you have a trust
or probate matter you're not supposed to be naking an end run
around it by going into civil court with these, you know
interference with inheritance and expectancy charges and breach of
contract. And actually they ve nanmed those clainms in their second
anended petition. They couched themin the sane terns.

On February 18, 2000, after the hearing on February 14,
2000, Judge Crandall granted HEV's notion for sunmmary judgnment in
Cvil No. 99-1722-04.

On January 18, 2001, after the hearing on Novenber 14,
2000, and pursuant to HRS § 607-14 (Supp. 2001) (Attorneys' fees

in actions in the nature of assunpsit, etc.), Judge Crandall

10



ordered Appellants to pay the attorney fees incurred by Wndel
and HEV in the anount of twenty-nine thousand, two hundred
ei ghty-nine dollars and twenty-eight cents ($29, 289. 28).

The final judgnment was entered on January 18, 2001.
The amended final judgnment was entered on March 1, 2001.

I11. APPELLANTS' PO NTS ON APPEAL

Reor gani zed and quoted or obtained fromthe argunent
part of the opening brief rather than fromthe "STATEMENT OF THE
POINT OF ERROR" part, it appears that Appellants assert the
foll owi ng points on appeal:

1. [Tl he properties appear to be transferred to an artificia
entity that did not yet exist, and sonehow managed to pay
for themw th $2,000.00 froma bank account that coul d not
be opened without a filed Certificate or with cash within
the control of alimted partnership that did not yet exist.
Therefore, this transfer does not appear to have ever
happened. This is perhaps the most important issue of
material fact to be adjudicated by a trier of fact.

If the transfer never |egally happened, then the
properties are apparently still in the Evelyn Foo Trust. |If
HEV did nothing at this point it would have done nothing
wrong. But that was not the case. HEV has accepted renta
i ncone and contracted with third parties to rent or | ease
property that it did not owmn. Thus, HEV has enbezzl ed noney
fromthe Evel yn Foo Trust.

(Enphasis in the original; record citation omtted.)

2. The defendants violated their duty to disclose to
the court that HEV "is not authorized to transact business in
Hawaii since it never has . . . registered to transact business

in accordance to Haw. Rev. Stat. 8 425D-902."

11



3. "The transfer of property fromthe Evelyn Foo Trust
nmust be considered a Fraudul ent Conveyance because there was no
consideration paid to the Evelyn Foo Trust." HEV is Wendell's
alter ego and HEV was an acconplice to the fraudul ent conveyance.

4. The court erred in dismssing Wndell because, as a
general partner of HEV under California |aw, Wndell bore direct
responsibility for HEV's actions, and Wndell's actions as the
trustee of the Evelyn S. Foo Trust were separate and different
fromhis actions as a general and |imted partner of HEV.

5. "The Trial court nade a reversible error by
granting the notion [by HEV] for summary judgnent before adequate
di scovery coul d be conducted. "

6. The court erred in awardi ng attorney fees because
Appel I ants' cause of action was not based in assunpsit.

In their opening brief, Appellants ask:

(1) for a reversal of the order granting sunmary
judgnment and a remand to all ow adequat e di scovery;

(2) that Appellants be allowed to anend their Second
Conmplaint to replace the nultiple causes of action with the
singl e cause of action of fraudul ent conveyance of the real
estate fromthe Evelyn S. Foo Trust to HEV,

(3) that HEV be ordered to conply with the requirenent

of HRS § 425D 902 (Supp. 2001) that "[b]efore transacting

12



business in this State, a foreign limted partnership shal
register with the director"; and
(4) for arecognition that this case is based upon a
fraudul ent conveyance, a reversal of the decision that this
action is based on assunpsit, and a return of all attorney fees
pai d by Appellants to Wendell and HEV.
V. DI SCUSSI ON
First Question
The first question is whether the court erred when it
di sm ssed the Second Conpl ai nt agai nst Wendell. The answer is
no. Appellant's case agai nst Wendell belongs in the probate
court. Hawai‘i's Uniform Probate Code (1993 and Supp. 2002)
states, in relevant part, as foll ows:

§560:1-301 Territorial application. Except as ot herw se
provided in this chapter, this chapter applies to:

(2) The property of nonresidents |located in this State or
property coming into the control of a fiduciary who is
subject to the laws of this State;

(5) Trusts subject to administration in this State.

§560:1-302 Subject matter jurisdiction. (a) To the ful
extent permitted by the Constitution and except as otherw se
provided by law, the [probate] court has jurisdiction over all
subj ect matter relating to:

(3) Trusts.
(b) The [probate] court has full power to make orders,

judgnents and decrees and take all other action necessary and
proper to administer justice in the matters which cone before it.

13



§560:7-201 Court; jurisdiction of trusts. (a) The
[ probate] court has jurisdiction of proceedings initiated by
trustees and interested persons concerning the internal affairs of
trusts. Proceedi ngs which nay be naintai ned under this section
are those concerning the admnistration and distribution of
trusts, the declaration of rights and the determ nati on of other
matters involving trustees and beneficiaries of trusts.

§560:7-206 Trust proceedings; initiation by notice;
necessary parties. Proceedi ngs under section 560:7-201 are
initiated by filing a petition in the court and giving notice
pursuant to section 560:1-401 to interested persons.

As noted above, the essential conplaint in this case is
agai nst Wendel | and HEV for Wendell's actions as co-trustee of
the Evelyn S. Foo Trust (a) conveying and (b) unduly influencing
co-trustee Evelyn to convey the real estate fromthe Evelyn S.
Foo Trust to HEV. This is a subject matter relating to "Trusts"
within the contenplation of HRS § 560: 1-302(a)(3).

Second Question

The second question is whether the court erred when it

entered summary judgnent in favor of HEV. The answer is yes.
For the sanme reason that the court dism ssed the case agai nst
Wendel | without prejudice, the court should have disnissed the
case agai nst HEV without prejudice, and the court erred when it
did not.
Third Question
The third question is whether the court was authorized

to award attorney fees pursuant to HRS § 607-14 (Supp. 2001)
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("Attorneys' fees in actions in the nature of assunpsit, etc.").
This is a question of |aw revi ewabl e on appeal under the

right/wong standard. See Leslie v. Estate of Tavares,

93 Hawai i 1, 994 P.2d 1047 (2000); TSA Intern. Ltd. v. Shim zu

Corp., 92 Hawai< 243, 990 P.2d 713 (1999).

The Second Conpl ai nt all eged four causes of action:
(a) breach of contract; (b) undue influence; (c) interference
with inheritance expectancy; and (d) |ack of testanmentary
capacity. Cearly, the last three do not allege a breach of
contract. The question is whether the first alleges a breach of
contract like it says it does. The answer is no.

The Second Conpl aint alleged, in relevant part, as
fol | ows:

I. Breach of Contract.

26. Prior to his death, Francis K. C. Foo perforned
fully all his obligations under the said contract to provide
equally for all three of the Foo children

27. Plaintiffs are third party beneficiaries of the
said contract and have fully perfornmed all obligations required of
them under the contract.

28. As a direct and proximte result of the undue
i nfluence of Wendell Foo, by neans of which Wendell Foo took
advant age of her unsoundness of mind, Evelyn Foo failed to perform
her obligations under the contract to provide equally for her
three children after her death, and instead altered her will and
trust instrunents, after the death of Francis K C. Foo, to permt
nost of the property in her estate to go to Wendell Foo, or to be
gi ven away by Wendell Foo to parties not named in the origina

contract.

29. As a result of the aforesaid actions of
Def endant, Plaintiffs have been danaged in an anmount to be proven
at trial.

15



I n other words, although the result was an al |l eged
breach of contract between Francis and Evelyn, the all eged
unl awful act that caused that breach of contract was Trustee
Wendel | 's breach of trust.

CONCLUSI ON

Accordi ngly, our decision regarding the March 1, 2001
"Anmended Final Judgnent in Favor of Defendants Wendell Foo and
Hawai ‘i Estate Ventures, Ltd., and Against Plaintiffs Frank Foo
and Vera Foo Yokoi," is as follows:

(1) Regarding the "Order G anting in Part and Denyi ng
in Part Defendant's Mdtion to Dismss Plaintiffs' Conplaint Filed
April 28, 1999, and for Sanctions" filed Novenmber 5, 1999, we
affirmthe part that dismssed this action agai nst Wendel |
wi t hout prejudice, we vacate the part that declined to dismss
this action against HEV wi thout prejudice, and we renmand for a
di smissal of this action against HEV w thout prejudice.

(2) W reverse the "Order Granting Defendant's Motion
for Summary Judgnment Filed on Novenber 19, 1999," filed
February 18, 2000.

(3) W reverse the "Order Granting Defendants' Motion
for Taxation of Attorneys' Fees Pursuant to HRS § 607-14," filed

January 18, 2001.
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DATED: Honol ul u, Hawai ‘i, January 10, 2003.

On the briefs:

Frank Foo and Vera Foo Yokoi,
Plaintiffs-Appellants, Chi ef Judge

pro se.

Margery S. Bronster,
H | ary Benson Gangnes, and Associ at e Judge
Cynthia D. Quinn (Bronster
Crabtree & Hoshi bat a)
for Defendant s- Appel | ees.
Associ at e Judge
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