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BRANDON AADEE; DIANA PENG; and 
DOE ONE through DOE TEN, 
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The PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, by and through San Francisco City 

Attorney DAVID CHIU (“PEOPLE”), (collectively “PLAINTIFF”), file their Complaint against 

Defendants BRANDON AADEE (“AADEE”); DIANA PENG (“PENG”); and DOE ONE through 

DOE TEN (collectively “DEFENDANTS”). PLAINTIFF hereby alleges as set forth below: 

INTRODUCTION 

1. This action arises from AADEE and PENG’s unlawful scheme to obtain ownership of a 

property located at 250 32nd Avenue, Assessor’s Block 1391, Lot 014, in the City and County of San 

Francisco, State of California 94121 (“PROPERTY”), through the recording of forged deeds with the 

San Francisco Assessor-Recorder’s Office that were fraudulently notarized. As alleged herein, 

AADEE and PENG knowingly misrepresented the veracity of these forged documents.    

2. DEFENDANTS’ fraudulent conduct has threatened the integrity of multiple City 

agencies. Their repeated filing of forged deeds has undermined the integrity of the City’s land-

recording system, which depends on accurate documentation to maintain lawful chains of title. Fraud 

of this nature erodes public trust in the reliability of official records and destabilizes real property 

transactions. 

2. DEFENDANTS’ actions, among other things, constitute an unlawful, fraudulent, and 

unfair business practice under the Unfair Competition Law, as codified in California Business and 

Professions Code sections 17200-17210 (“UCL”). 

PARTIES 

3. Plaintiff PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, by and through David Chiu, 

City Attorney of the City and County of San Francisco, brings this action pursuant to California 

Business and Professions Code section 17204. 

4. AADEE is an individual who unlawfully holds himself out as someone who resides at 

and owns the PROPERTY. AADEE has filed forged deeds with the San Francisco Assessor-

Recorder’s Office that purportedly show his ownership of the PROPERTY. 

5. PENG is an individual who unlawfully holds herself out as someone who owns the 

PROPERTY. PENG has filed forged deeds with the San Francisco Assessor-Recorder’s Office that 

purportedly show her ownership of the PROPERTY. 
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6. Defendants DOE ONE through DOE TEN are sued herein under fictitious names.  

PLAINTIFF does not at this time know the true names or capacities of said defendants but pray that 

the same may be alleged herein when ascertained.  

7. At all times herein mentioned, each DEFENDANT was an agent, servant, employee, 

partner, franchisee, and joint venturer of each other DEFENDANT and at all times was acting within 

the course and scope of said agency, service, employment, partnership, franchise, and joint venture. 

8. At all times herein mentioned, all the acts and omissions described in this Complaint by 

any individual DEFENDANT were aided and abetted by all other DEFENDANTS. DEFENDANTS 

were aware of the illegality of the acts and omissions described in this Complaint, and either directly 

participated in, or encouraged, these acts and omissions.  

9. Whenever reference is made in this Complaint to any act of DEFENDANTS each such 

allegation shall mean that each DEFENDANT acted both individually and jointly with the other 

DEFENDANTS. Actions taken by or omissions made by DEFENDANTS’ employees or agents in the 

course of their employment or agency are considered to be actions or omissions of DEFENDANTS for 

the purposes of this Complaint.   
JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

10. The Superior Court has jurisdiction over this action.  

11. Venue is proper because the PROPERTY is located in San Francisco, California and all 

the acts complained of, including those giving rise to penalties, occurred in this venue. (Code of Civ. 

Proc. §§ 392, 393 and 395.)  

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 

12. DEFENDANTS AADEE and PENG have engaged in continued efforts to obtain 

control of the PROPERTY through the recording of forged deeds with the San Francisco Assessor-

Recorder’s Office.  

13. The PROPERTY was purchased on October 8, 2013 by Wei Wang and Xiangdong 

Guo. In September 2015 Guo conveyed his interest to Wang, making her the sole owner.  

14. Beginning in July 2025, AADEE and PENG filed eight successive deeds purporting to 

transfer ownership of the PROPERTY. At least five of these deeds are fraudulently notarized, either 
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because the named notary did not notarize the document or because the notarial document was altered 

between the notarization and the filing of the document with the San Francisco Assessor-Recorder’s 

Office. On information and belief, at least five of the eight deeds are forged. 

15. On July 30, 2025, AADEE filed a deed (Document No. 2025063155) that purportedly 

transferred the PROPERTY to AADEE from Wang. A true and correct copy of the July 30, 2025 deed 

is attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated as part of this Complaint. The attestation on this deed 

bears the signature and seal of notary public Steven Korbin. The notary’s signature and stamp on this 

deed were forged.    

16. On January 16, 2026, AADEE filed a deed (Document No. 2026003447) purportedly 

transferring the Property from Brandon Eugene Aadee to Brandon E. Aadee.  A true and correct copy 

of this January 16, 2026 deed is attached hereto as Exhibit B and incorporated as part of this 

Complaint.   

17. On May 13, 2026, PENG filed a deed (Document No. 2026046468) purportedly 

transferring the Property from AADEE to PENG. A true and correct copy of this May 13, 2026 deed is 

attached hereto as Exhibit C and incorporated as part of this Complaint. The deed contains an 

attestation from notary Lauren N. Fridley that AADEE appeared before them on May 11, 2026. 

Lauren N. Fridley, who conducts business in Chesterfield County, Virginia, purportedly notarized a 

document for PENG on May 11, 2026. However, we are informed and believe that AADEE did not 

appear before the notary and that the false attestation was added to the document after the notarization. 

On the deed, PENG declares the transaction is exempt from the transfer tax because the transfer was 

the result of a “dissolution of marriage.” On information and belief, PENG and AADEE have never 

been married.  

18. On July 7, 2026, AADEE filed a deed (Document No. 2026064826) purportedly 

transferring the PROPERTY from PENG to AADEE. A true and correct copy of the July 7, 2026 deed 

is attached hereto as Exhibit D and incorporated as part of this Complaint. The attestation on this deed 

bears the signature and seal of notary public Joe Ventura. The notary’s signature and stamp on this 

deed were forged. On the deed, AADE declares the transaction is exempt from the transfer tax because 

of “divorce.” On information and belief, PENG and AADEE have never been married.  
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19. On July 28, 2026, PENG filed a deed (Document No. 2026086651) purportedly 

transferring the PROPERTY from AADEE to PENG. A true and correct copy of the July 28, 2026 

deed is attached hereto as Exhibit E and incorporated as part of this Complaint. 

20. On August 12, 2026, AADEE filed a deed (Document No. 2026090072) purportedly 

transferring the PROPERTY from PENG to AADEE. A true and correct copy of the August 12, 2026 

deed is attached hereto as Exhibit F and incorporated as part of this Complaint. The attestation on this 

deed bears the signature and seal of notary public Joe Ventura. The notary’s signature and stamp on 

this deed were forged. On the deed, PENG declares the transaction is exempt from the transfer tax 

because of “divorce.” On information and belief, PENG and AADEE have never been married.  

21. On August 19, 2026, PENG filed a deed (Document No. 2026093128) purportedly 

transferring the Property from AADEE to PENG. A true and correct copy of the August 19, 2026 deed 

is attached hereto as Exhibit G and incorporated as part of this Complaint. The deed contains an 

attestation from notary public Crystal Morgan that AADEE appeared before the notary on August 18, 

2026. The notary on the deed, who conducts business in Henrico County, Virginia, notarized a 

document for PENG on August 18, 2026. However, we are informed and believe that AADEE did not 

appear before the notary and that the false attestation was added to the document after the notarization.  

22. On August 25, 2026, PENG filed a deed (Document No. 2026094155) again 

purportedly transferring the PROPERTY from AADEE to PENG. A true and correct copy of this 

August 25, 2026 deed is attached hereto as Exhibit H and incorporated as part of this Complaint. On 

the deed, AADEE declares the transaction is exempt from the transfer tax because of “dissolution of 

marriage.”   

23. The deed to the PROPERTY is purportedly presently held by PENG pursuant to this 

transfer. 

24. Between July 2025 and present, AADEE and PENG each have attempted to sell the 

PROPERTY.  On information and belief, AADEE and PENG are seeking to sell the PROPERTY 

under market value, and without posting signs in front of the PROPERTY, in order to execute a quick 

sale without drawing attention to the PROPERTY and DEFENDANTS’ unlawful actions. AADEE 

and PENG’s attempts to sell the PROPERTY are business acts or practices.  
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25. The actions of AADEE and PENG have harmed the public by corrupting the integrity 

of the San Francisco’s official land records, undermining tax administration, impeding law 

enforcement, consuming public resources, and creating instability and confusion in real-property 

governance. 

CAUSE OF ACTION 
FOR UNLAWFUL, UNFAIR, AND FRAUDULENT BUSINESS PRACTICES BROUGHT BY 

PLAINTIFF PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA AGAINST DEFENDANTS 
(California Business and Professions Code Sections 17200-17210) 

26. Plaintiff PEOPLE hereby incorporate by reference all of the foregoing paragraphs, as 

though fully set forth herein. 

27. The PEOPLE bring this cause of action in the name of the People of the State of 

California, pursuant to Business and Professions Code section 17204, to protect the public and 

similarly-situated individuals from the unlawful, unfair, and fraudulent business practices committed 

by DEFENDANTS within the City and County of San Francisco, State of California. 

28. The violations of law described herein have been, and are being, carried out within the 

City and County of San Francisco. DEFENDANTS are in violation of the laws and public policies of 

the City and County of San Francisco and the State of California, and their conduct is inimical to the 

rights and interests of the general public. 

29. DEFENDANTS are now engaging in and, for a considerable period of time and at all 

times pertinent to the allegations of this Complaint, have engaged in unlawful business practices 

prohibited by California’s Unfair Competition Law by operating in violation of the following laws: 

• California Penal Code section 115 by knowingly offering a false or forged instrument 

to be filed, registered, or recorded in in San Francisco, which instrument, if genuine, 

might be filed, registered, or recorded under the law;  

• California Penal Code section 115.5 by recording false and forged documents with the 

San Francisco Assessor-Recorder’s Office purporting to affect title to the PROPERTY, 

a single-family residence containing not more than four dwelling units, and doing so 

with knowledge the document is false or forged; and 

30. DEFENDANTS are now engaging in and, for a considerable period of time and at all 
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times pertinent to the allegations of this Complaint, have engaged in unfair business practices 

prohibited by the Unfair Competition Law as follows: 

• By fraudulently attempting to take ownership of the PROPERTY, DEFENDANTS 

have threatened the integrity of San Francisco’s official land records; 

• By fraudulently attempting to take ownership of the PROPERTY, DEFENDANTS 

have threatened to confuse and undermine the lawful assessment and collection of taxes 

within San Francisco;  

• By fraudulently attempting to take ownership of the PROPERTY, DEFENDANTS 

have created confusion and instability in the governance of real property within San 

Francisco.  

• By fraudulently attempting to take ownership of the PROPERTY, DEFENDANTS 

have unduly consumed scarce San Francisco resources.  

• By recording fraudulently notarized deeds, DEFENDANTS have clouded the title to 

the PROPERTY. 

• By recording fraudulently notarized deeds, DEFENDANTS have threatened to defraud 

the public, in that potential buyers of the PROPERTY rely upon recorded documents to 

accurately reflect title. 

• By attempting to sell the PROPERTY, DEFENDANTS have attempted to profit from 

their fraudulent activity. 

31. DEFENDANTS are now engaging in and, for a considerable period of time and at all 

times pertinent to the allegations of this Complaint have engaged in, fraudulent business practices 

prohibited by California’s Unfair Competition Law by recording deeds with the San Francisco 

Assessor-Recorder’s Office that contain inaccurate, misleading, and forged information. The 

fraudulent business practices DEFENDANTS are now engaging in and, for a considerable period of 

time and at all times pertinent to the allegations of this Complaint have engaged in, are likely to 

deceive the public.  

32. The PEOPLE have no adequate remedy at law in that damages are insufficient to 

protect the public from the harm caused by the conditions described in this complaint. 
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33. Unless injunctive relief is granted to enjoin the unfair, fraudulent, and unlawful 

business practices of DEFENDANTS, the PEOPLE will suffer irreparable injury and damage. 

34. By engaging in the unfair, fraudulent, and unlawful business practices described herein, 

DEFENDANTS are subject to civil penalties in the amount of up to $2,500 per violation, pursuant to 

California Business and Professions Code section 17206. 

PRAYER 

WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFFS pray that: 

1. DEFENDANTS be declared to have engaged in unfair, fraudulent, and unlawful 

business acts and practices in violation of California Business and Professions Code sections 17200-

17210; 

2. The deeds recorded with the San Francisco Assessor-Recorder’s Office on July 30, 

2025 (Document No. 2025063155), January 16, 2026 (Document No. 2026003447), May 13, 2026 

(Document No. 2026046468), July 7, 2026 (Document No. 2026064826), July 28, 2026 (Document 

No. 2026086651), August 12, 2026 (Document No. 2026090072), August 19, 2026 (Document No. 

2026093128) and August 25, 2026 (Document No. 2026094155) be ordered cancelled and declared 

invalid or void ab initio from the date of execution.  

3. DEFENDANTS be enjoined from committing unlawful, fraudulent, and unfair business 

practices in the ownership, use, occupation, and/or maintenance of the PROPERTY; 

4. DEFENDANTS be required to execute any future transfers of the PROPERTY before a 

San Francisco employee of San Francisco’s choosing during the pendency of this lawsuit.  

5. Pursuant to California Business and Professions Code section 17206, DEFENDANTS 

be ordered to pay a civil penalty of up to $2,500 for each violation.  

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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6. Other and further relief as this Court should find just and proper. 

 

Dated:  September 8, 2026 
 

DAVID CHIU 
City Attorney 
YVONNE R. MERÉ 
Chief Deputy City Attorney 
WADE CHOW 
Chief Attorney 
Code Enforcement Team 
HUNTER W. SIMS III 
Deputy City Attorney 
 
 

By:   
HUNTER W. SIMS III 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
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INDEX TO EXHIBITS 
 

Exhibit Description 

A Quitclaim Deed, recorded July 30, 2025 (Document No. 2025063155) 

B Grant Deed, recorded January 16, 2026 (Document No. 2026003447) 

C Grant Deed, recorded May 13, 2026 (Document No. 2026046468) 

D Grant Deed, recorded July 7, 2026 (Document No. 2026064826) 

E Warranty Deed, recorded July 28, 2026 (Document No. 2026086651) 

F Grant Deed, recorded August 12, 2026 (Document No. 2026090072) 

G Warranty Deed, recorded August 19, 2026 (Document No. 2026093128) 

H Grant Deed, recorded August 25, 2026 (Document No. 2026094155) 
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