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OPPOSITION TO APPELLANTS’ REQUEST 
THAT THE BOARD REVERSE DPH’S 
DECISION TO REVOKE THE SPA’S MASSAGE 
LICENSE AND DISMISS THE ACTION WITH 
PREJUDICE 
 
 

 

INTRODUCTION 

On June 17, 2025, as part of a coordinated undercover enforcement operation, San Francisco 

Police Sergeant Glenn went to the Richmond Serenity Spa, where a masseuse touched his perineum 

and penis and offered to provide manual sexual stimulation (a “hand job”) in exchange for $60.00. 

Following a robust evidentiary hearing, a Department of Public Health (“DPH”) hearing officer issued 

a Director’s Order finding that Appellants Jing Huang and Liyan Wang, the Richmond Serenity Spa’s 

massage permit holders, violated the San Francisco Health Code when their masseuse sexually 

solicited and engaged in lewd conduct with the Sergeant Glenn. The Order revoked Appellants’ 

Massage Establishment permit, prohibited Appellants from obtaining a permit for five years, and 

ordered Appellants to pay $7,500 in administrative penalties.  
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Following a March 25, 2026 hearing at the Board of Appeals, Commissioners asked the parties 

to submit supplemental briefing addressing penalties and any other items pertinent to the Board’s 

decision. This brief (1) addresses additional evidence in support of permit revocation; (2) explains the 

limited discretion to impose penalties for the lewd conduct; and (3) addresses Commissioner concerns 

expressed at the end of the March 25, 2026 hearing.  

ARGUMENT  

I. ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE SUPPORTS PERMIT REVOCATION  

At the Commissioners’ request, the City produced the San Francisco Police Department audio 

of the undercover operation. The audio supports Sergeant Glenn’s sworn testimony and the detailed 

police incident report. A review of the audio indicates that at 2:30, the sergeant asks if he should get 

naked, and the masseuse says, “take it off.” At 20:40, the masseuse asks the sergeant to turn over. At 

22:10, the sergeant asks the masseuse, “How much?” She says, “60.” He says, “60? Is that good?” 

This exchange confirms the solicitation.  

As Sergeant Glenn testified, the phrase “Oh that seems exciting” was the prearranged signal for 

his team to call him pretending to be his wife, which would allow him to cut off the encounter and 

maintain his cover. Sergeant Glenn gives the signal immediately after the solicitation, but his team 

missed it. About ten seconds later, he loudly repeats the signal, “Oh it’s very exciting.” The sergeant 

then says, “I actually have to go pee” as he attempts to stop the masseuse from touching him. The 

pretextual call from his team comes in at 23:10, approximately fifteen seconds after he gives the signal 

the second time. Sergeant Glenn tells the caller he is leaving. He hangs up and tells the masseuse he 

has to go. The sergeant then says to the masseuse, “No, it’s ok, no it’s ok, I will pay you anyway.” At 

minute 23:35, the masseuse says, “I’ll help you real fast.” The sergeant says, “No, it’s ok. I gotta go. 

My wife is gonna kill me. I told her I was running to the store.” The masseuse laughs, and the sergeant 

leaves.  

The recording corroborates Sergeant Glenn’s testimony. 

There is also significant online evidence that Richmond Serenity Spa is a place of lewd 

conduct and solicitation. Ms. Huang and Ms. Wang admit that they ran Richmond Serenity Spa 
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located at 3443 Balboa Street from 2016 until May 2023 when they moved to their new location across 

the street at 3446 Balboa. (Appellants’ 3/5/26 brief at 2:17-24.) The following are a sampling of online 

customer reviews for Richmond Serenity Spa across this timeframe.  

• 5/10/25. Review of masseuse at Richmond Serenity Spa: “older looking milf…had a 

padded bra with small A sized breasts didn’t get to see the kitty cuz I didn’t want to pay 

for upsell.” (Milf is an acronym for “mother I’d like to fuck.” “Kitty” is slang for 

vagina.) (Exhibit 2 [AMP Reviews of Richmond Serenity Spa. An online review forum, 

screen shot by San Francisco City Attorney Investigator on 10/27/25].)    

• 1/27/25. In reviewing Sunset spas, a commentator wrote about the workers at 

Richmond Serenity Spa: “They are both mainland Chinese gals. Both are +40! years 

old…No FS here but she relaxes more with repeated visits.” (“FS” means full service, 

slang for vaginal sex.) (Exhibit 4 [AMP Reviews of Sunset spas. An online review 

forum, screen shot by San Francisco City Attorney Investigator on 10/27/25].)    

• 12/3/24. Review of masseuse at Richmond Serenity Spa: “small b cups natural, 

trimmed.” (Exhibit 2.)  

• 3/1/24. “Had a nice time in this place. My time consisted of handjob ending and other 

things we both like.” A hand job, prostate massage, breast and buttock touching was 

included. (Exhibit 1 [Find the Seven. An online subscription website for information 

about sexual services, screen shot by SFPD on 3/26/26].) 

• 2/1/24. “[S]he played my penis like no one’s company.” A hand job and breast and 

buttock touching was included. (Exhibit 1.) 

• 1/1/24. “The typical rub and tug experience.” A hand job and breast and buttock 

touching was included. (Exhibit 1.) 

• 1/1/24 [different reviewer]. “[S]he started to stroke my shaft.” A hand job and breast 

and buttock touching was included. (Exhibit 1.) 

• 12/1/23. She “oiled up for a strong surface, HJ to completion.” (HJ is slang for a hand 

job). A hand job and buttock touching was included. (Exhibit 1.) 
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• 11/28/23. “[S]he began massaging Junior with lube. I suggested HJ with Ball massage, 

and she nodded” (Exhibit 1.) 

• 11/24/23. Question: “Fs?” Answer: “HJ only.” A 8/31/24 reviewer confirms that the 

business has moved across the street. (Exhibit 2.)   

• 8/11/23: review of masseuse “natural b cups, slim butt, shaved pubic, cute face.” 

(Exhibit 2.)  

• 8/9/23. Comments between members. Question: “Was Bella FS”? Answer: “Dunno I 

mentioned hj in my review” Additional comment: “She is cute but wont do FS (at least 

I havent been able to get it from her)” (Exhibit 2)  

• 4/8/21-11/13/22. Twenty-two sexually explicit reviews of Richmond Serentiy Spa 

include descriptions of hand jobs and touching of breasts, vaginas, testicles, and 

buttocks. (Exhibit 3 [Hot.com. An online review forum of sexual services, screen shot 

by San Francisco City Attorney Investigator on 10/27/25].)    

While the Board may not base its decision solely on such hearsay evidence, such evidence can 

supplement the police declaration and incident report. (Cal. Gov. Code §§11513(c)-(d).)  

Finally, evidence contradicts the sworn testimony of Appellants, calling their credibility into 

question. In her November 11, 2025 declaration written under penalty of perjury, Ms. Huang said she 

used her “life savings” of $575,000 to buy the Richmond Serenity Spa premises and that the spa is her 

“sole means of support.” (Appellants’ Ex. 3 at ¶¶ 6, 8.) But, in July 2020, Huang bought a six-

bedroom, three-bathroom property in San Francisco at a price over $1.2 million with no recorded 

mortgage. (Exhibit 5 and Redfin.com reports it sold for $1,230,000 in 2020 [unredacted copies will be 

available at the hearing but are not provided here to protect the home addresses of Appellants].) It is 

disingenuous to say she used her life savings to purchase the spa when she bought a $1.2 million home 

outright a few years before. While Appellant Liyan Wang did not submit a sworn declaration, in 2020, 

she also purchased a 50% interest in a San Francisco four-bedroom, three-bathroom property at a price 

of approximately $1.4 million. (Exhibit 6 and Redfin.com reports it sold for $1,390,000 in 2020.)  
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Ms. Huang testified that 50% of the spa’s patrons are men, 30% are women, and 20% are 

couples. (Appellants’ Ex. 3 at ¶ 9.) But neighbors stated in three public comments that there are only 

male patrons. (See Public Comments submitted from the March 25, 2026 hearing.)  

The Commissioners should consider both the additional evidence of prostitution at Serenity 

Spa as well as the evidence that Appellants are not credible witnesses.  

II. FINES AND PERMIT REVOCATION ARE THE PROPER REMEDIES FOR LEWD 
CONDUCT 

If Commissioners find that lewd conduct occurred at Richmond Serenity Spa, they have two 

options: (1) uphold the Director’s Hearing Order revoking the permit for five years and assessing 

$2,500 in fines, or (2) not assess any permit penalty or fine. Commissioners do not have discretion to 

award a lower permit penalty or to reduce the fine for lewd conduct. San Francisco Health and Safety 

Code section 29.45 governs the award of administrative penalties for violations. It states: “Any person 

who violates any provision of this Article 29 or any rule or regulation adopted pursuant to Section 29.2 

may, after being provided notice and an opportunity to be heard, be subject to the following monetary 

and permit penalties.” The word may in this sentence indicates that the Director has discretion to 

impose penalties. The next sentences states that for good cause, the Director may choose to impose 

“administrative fines and/or permit penalties that exceed” those listed in the section. By contrast, it 

does not state the Director may choose to impose lesser penalties than those listed in the section. In 

other words, the penalties are minimum penalties that must be awarded.  

Permit revocation for five years and a $2,500 fine is the prescribed penalty for lewd conduct. 

(See section 29.45(a)(12) [ penalty for “Anyone Engaged In Lewd Conduct or Performing Sex Acts as 

Defined in Section 29.17(b) on Massage Business Premises,” includes, "(A) Administrative fine: 

$2,500 to be paid by Massage Business permittee, and (B) Permit penalty: Revocation of Massage 

Practitioner permit and revocation of Massage Business permit. Permit holder ineligible for 

subsequent Massage Practitioner or Massage Business Permit for a period of five years from the date 

of permit revocation.” There is no discretion under subsection 12 to impose a lower penalty as there is, 

for example, in subsection 6 that includes an “up to $1,000” fine for sleeping in a massage facility. 

The legislative history confirms this interpretation of Section 29.45(a)(12), which was last amended by 
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the Board of Supervisors in 2018 in Ordinance No. 272-18. (See Exhibit 7.) For lewd conduct at a 

massage business, the Board of Supervisors chose to (1) increase the fine; (2) change the permit 

penalty from 60 day suspension to revocation; (3) eliminate any requirement for repeat violations for 

permit revocation; and (4) set the permit revocation time period at five years. (Id.) Accordingly, the 

Board of Supervisors specifically intended the fine and revocation to be the minimum consequences 

for massage businesses where there is evidence of lewd conduct in a single incident. Commissioners 

cannot change the remedy that the legislature has already determined. If Commissioners find that lewd 

conduct occurred, permit revocation is the remedy.   

The first incident of solicitation of lewd conduct or prostitution in violation of section 29.17 

carries the penalty of permit suspension for 60-120 days and a $5,000 fine (S.F. Health Code § 

29.45(a)(3).) It is logical that solicitation of lewd conduct or solicitation of prostitution carries a lessor 

permit penalty than the actual act of lewd conduct/prostitution. However, the heavier fine acts as a 

deterrent given that the business can re-open relatively quickly if penalized solely for solicitation.  

There is clear evidence that lewd conduct and solicitation occurred. Commissioners should 

uphold the Director’s Hearing Order, which imposes the minimum penalty available.  

III. ADDRESSING COMMISSIONER CONCERNS  

In their closing comments, Commissioners raised several concerns with DPH’s case.  

First, Commissioners questioned whether this is the only massage establishment where DPH 

has sought permit revocation. It is not. At the March 25, 2026 hearing, Commissioners asked Ms. 

Vega of DPH how many massage establishment permits have been revoked this year. She replied 

none, believing the question pertained to 2026 rather than the past twelve months. In fact, other 

massage establishments have had permits revoked as a result of DPH and City enforcement. Notably, 

on December 18, 2025, following police and DPH investigations of lewd conduct and solicitation at 

Empire Spa at 428 O’Farrell Street, the San Francisco Superior Court entered an injunction against the 

business and property owners. (See Exhibit 8.) The court ordered the business owner to vacate the 

premises, close the business, refrain from operating a massage or personal services business for ten 
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years, and pay the City $200,000. (Id.) The court ordered the property owner to refrain from using the 

property for massage or personal services for ten years. (Id.)  

It is true that between 2020 and 2025, enforcement of lewd conduct violations at massage 

parlors had been lower than prior years, but this was a result initially of the pandemic and then of 

police staffing issues. Taking a longer view, it is clear that the City has not singled out Serenity Spa. 

Since 2015, DPH has prosecuted thirty cases with lewd conduct violations. Ten cases resulted in 

settlements with permit suspension (prior to the 2018 Article 29 amendments) or permit revocation 

(after the 2018 amendments). Twenty of these cases proceeded to DPH Director’s hearings, with three 

resulting in permit revocation, fifteen in permit suspension prior to the 2018 amendments, two in 

dismissal of the DPH case, and seven in cease-and-desist orders for unpermitted establishments, which 

of course had no permits to revoke.  

Second, at least one Commissioner was concerned that Sergeant Glenn did not immediately 

provide victim-service information to the masseuse. But this is not police protocol for good reasons. 

Sergeant Glenn is the only officer in San Francisco who acts as an undercover officer for operations at 

massage businesses and unpermitted relaxation spas. If he revealed his identity during an operation, 

future operations would be compromised as his face would be known and shared between criminal 

operators.  

Third, the Commissioners wanted DPH to have issued the NOV to the business sooner than 30 

days after the undercover operation. But before alerting the owners to a violation determined through a 

SFPD operation, DPH gives law enforcement and prosecutors time to determine if they want to take 

any other action before revealing undercover evidence to a business. DPH must also thoroughly 

review the evidence, communicate with the decoy, and cite appropriate violations. While 

Commissioners may prefer different DPH or SFPD procedures, this does not bear on the questions at 

issue of whether lewd conduct occurred and permit suspension should be upheld.  

CONCLUSION  

The Board of Appeals should uphold the December 19, 2025 DPH Director’s Hearing Order.  
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Dated:  May 13, 2026 
 

DAVID CHIU 
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ANNE PEARSON 
Chief Attorney 
Health Team 
MEGAN RYAN 
Deputy City Attorney 
 
 

By: /s/ Megan Ryan  
MEGAN RYAN 
 
Attorneys for Respondent  
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH   
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SFDPH Director's Hearing - Case #MSG-25-03, 3446 Balboa St., DBA Richmond Serenity Spa 

 
APPEARANCES: 
For the Department: 
Michelle Vega, Program Manager 
Ivy Phan, District Inspector 
Albert Felipe, Code Enforcement Investigator 
Bess Hanish, Assistant City Attorney 
3rd Party interpreter 
 
For the Respondents: 
Paul Horcher, Counsel 
Interpreter 
Client  
Client 2 
Lt. Kilroy 
 
CLERK: 
Good afternoon, calling into order the San Francisco Department of Public Health Director’s Hearing.  
Today’s date is Thursday, November 20th, 2025 and it’s 1:06.  I am Nina Mijatovic, the Hearing Clerk.  
The Hearing Officer for today is Hearing Officer Traci Lawrence, with DPW. 
If you are a member of the public joining us and would like to speak, public comment will be at the 
end of the hearing.  Time allotment for public comment will be at the Hearing Officer’s discretion, 
and you have the right to remain anonymous. Please, no personal audio or video recordings, and 
only one party speaking at a time. 
Case #MSG-25-03, address 3446 Balboa St.  Thank you. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Good afternoon. My name is Traci Lawrence.  I’m an independent Hearing Officer appointed by the 
Director of San Francisco Department of Public Health to conduct and decide these hearings. This 
hearing is being audio and video recorded and will constitute the administrative record for each 
case. 
The process of these proceedings, in order of the presentation, will be as follows: 
The Department, San Francisco Department Public Health, Program Manager presents the case with 
the burden of establishing the violation within 7 minutes, the Responsible Party or the defendant 
has 7 minutes to present their case, then have 3 minutes for rebuttal or closing arguments. 
At the conclusion, the Department has one minute to present the proposed order. 
These hearings are quasi-judicial.  The technical rules of evidence will not apply.  Any relevant 
reliable evidence will be considered and admitted and will be given the weight it is due prior to 
making a decision. Hearsay evidence should be limited and will only be considered if it supplements 
or explains other evidence. 
At the end of the proceedings, I will adopt, modify, or reject the Department’s proposed order and I 
will submit a written decision post hearing in accordance with the timelines dictated by the specific 
applicable codes. 
Will everyone who wish to testify, please stand. Please Stand. 
Do you solemnly swear, under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California, the 
testimony you give at this hearing today, will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth. 
(Witnesses sworn) 
Ok, we will begin. 



 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
Good afternoon Hearing Officer Lawrence, my name is Michelle Vega and I oversee the Massage 
Program here for the Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Branch, which is one of the 
three Programs that I manage… 
(Opposing counsel, Mr. Horcher, raises hand) 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
We are not going to do that, because at the very beginning, I laid the groundwork. And I stated that 
each side will have 7 minutes, and then once they complete their 7 minutes, then you will have an 
opportunity to present your case. 
 
HORCHER: 
Well I understand that, Madam Hearing Officer, but I do have a pending evidentiary objection. 
Which was sent to you yesterday, which you acknowledged receiving. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
I did acknowledge that I received that. But like I said, you can uh, you can say all of that when it is 
your time. 
 
HORCHER: 
Actually, it’s uh logically be, will be wise to dispose of it now, because I believe given my objection 
that the matter should be dismissed. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
So the matter is not going to be dismissed.  I am going to allow the evidence to stand.  So I will allow 
this Department to continue. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
Thank you.  I've conducted enforcement work for the health department in various programs and 
have been with the Branch for over 17 years.  I'd first like to object to their second chair being the 
designated interpreter.  Due to conflict of interest, the department has furnished an interpreter 
today through a third party vendor who can remain impartial.  This request for the interpreter was 
initiated by the opposing party.  The third party vendor has experience with interpreting for 
depositions and legal matters. 
 
HORCHER: 
(raises hand) May I  (inaudible) your Honor. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
He..I don’t think that interpreter is here. 
 
PHAN: 
Oh,  I mean he was sitting there. Um, Let me get…..Oh…no. 
 
HORCHER: 
He could be (inaudible). We made aware of uh the choice to have our own interpreter yesterday. 
(inaudible)  there is nothing about that in Director’s Hearing procedures. 
 
 
 



PROGRAM MANAGER: 
I’d like to go further. 
 
HORCHER: 
He has no merit. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
I'd like to also question if um, um former Lieutenant Kilroy will be testifying today. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Yes, I will allow the department’s interpreter and then the officer will testify today via camera. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
So we would be… former Lieutenant Kilroy, I'm not quite sure if the opposing party has him 
scheduled to testify today, but I'd like to um object for him to testify based on speculative reasoning 
and lack of qualification. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
I'm sorry, I misunderstood that you were talking about the police officer.  I, I agree.  So he will not 
testify, the (inaudible) Lieutenant. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
Thank you. 
 
HORCHER: 
I beg your pardon. Can we back up here?  Who is the person speaking, she did not identify herself. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
I am Michelle Vega with the Department of Public Health. 
 
HORCHER: 
And what is your motion? 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
I'm sorry. Continue. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
Thank you.  We're here today to provide you Hearing Officer Lawrence DPH's burden of proof that 
solicitation and engagement of lewd act occurred at the permitted location called Richmond 
Serenity Spa.  I received a call from a concerned member of the public on December 6th, 2024 
regarding a massage establishment located at 3446 Balboa St. claiming that they were conducting 
business all hours of the night, past the allowable hours for a massage establishment.  The 
complainant also claimed that the massage business was offering sexual services for compensation 
as several male customers were observed entering and exiting the premises.  I informed the 
complainant that the previous routine inspections that we had had no health code violations, but 
we'll reach out to our partners at SFPD Special Victims Unit to investigate this for prostitution and 
lewd act. In addition to that complaint, DPH’s government affairs liaison to the Board of Supervisors 
also informed us of another complaint that came through with the Board of Supervisors. Our former 
Director, Patrick Fosdalh then connected PD and provided that information as well. 
So on June 17th, 2025, SFPD conducted an undercover (inaudible) operation at 3446 Balboa St.  
According to the police report, as you can see from Exhibit B and Exhibit R that we submitted, the 



decoy paid $50 for a 30 minute massage.  During the rendering of these services, the practitioner 
removed the sheet that the decoy had exposing his backside and started massaging his body parts, 
including his buttocks.  She then proceeded to solicit masturbation services for compensation in the 
amount of $60 to the decoy, all while stimulating his genitals. 
 
This is a clear violation of the San Francisco Health Code Article 29.31 and Article 29.17, which is 
solicitation and engagement of lewd conduct. 
 
As you can see from the incident report and declaration, Sergeant Glenn referenced Richmond 
Serenity Spa as 3448 Balboa St.  However, the physical address of this location is actually 3446 
Balboa St.  This discrepancy appears to be on City Assessor's Office database where they claim that 
this parcel is both 3446 and 3448 Balboa St.  I'd like to assure you Hearing Officer Lawrence that 
Sergeant Glenn did in fact receive the services from 3446 Balboa St. and this will be further clarified 
directly from Sergeant Glenn during his testimony and direct examination today. 
 
We also have District Inspector Ivy Phan here who has any questions that you might have pertaining 
to the issuance of the violation. But at this time, I'd like to call on Sergeant Glenn to provide us his 
testimony on the accounts that occurred on June 17th, 2025 at Richmond Serenity Spa. 
 
HORCHER: 
(raises hand) Actually I have a question, Miss Vega? 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Um no, you're cutting into their time. 
 
HORCHER: 
She testified, I have a right to question her. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
At, when your, when your 7 minutes  
(interrupted) 
 
HORCHER: 
It’s Director’s procedures, I have a right to question her. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
When you’re, I’m sorry you're paid by your clients to represent them.  You continue to interrupt, I 
will ask you to leave and you will not be able to provide a service to your clients, something that 
they're entitled to. 
 
HORCHER: 
They’re entitled to a fair hearing. You can lecture me all you want. But my clients (inaudible) 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
I understand that.  No, it's not a lecture. It's I'm telling you that if you keep interrupting, I'm going to 
ask you to leave.  So you make the decision. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN:  
I'm available now. Sorry, I didn't know if it was my turn to talk. 
 



 
FELIPE: 
Officer Glenn, are you ready? 
 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
I am ready. Sorry. Am I going to be asked questions or do I just basically read my declaration to you 
guys? 
 
FELIPE: 
Yes, you can. Right now you read your declaration. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Alright. (inaudible).  I'm a Sergeant with the San Francisco Police Department.  I've been a police 
officer with San Francisco Police Department for more than 10 years. Prior to working with SFPD, I 
was an officer with the Ukiah Police Department for almost a year and worked as an officer for the 
University of California San Francisco School of Law, formerly UC Hastings Safety Department for 
almost 5 years.  I have personal knowledge to the content of this declaration and if called to do so 
would come would competently testify to the truth of the matter stated. I have been assigned to the 
San Francisco Police Department Special Victims Unit for the last year. I worked in the San Francisco 
Police Department’s Bayview, Ingleside, Central, and Southern Districts as a patrol officer prior to my 
current assignment as a Sergeant at SFPD's Special Victims Unit. I investigate crimes pertaining to 
sexual assaults, domestic violence, child abuse, fraud, among other crimes. During the course of my 
career, I've interviewed thousands of victims, suspects and witnesses. I have also testified 
preliminary hearings and jury trials. My training includes the basic post certification courses while 
attending San Francisco Police Academy and ongoing instruction throughout my career in advanced 
officer training courses. I've successfully completed the following courses: 
80 hour Robert Presley Institute for Criminal Investigation Basic Court course 
80 hour Police Officer Standards and Training Supervisory course 
24 hour Plainclothes and Undercover Operations course 
40 hour ICI Sexual Assault Investigations course 
40 hour ICI Human Trafficking Investigation course  
I'm familiar with the business called Richmond Serenity Spa. The Serenity Spa is a commercial 
business occupied on the ground floor of 3446 Balboa St. in San Francisco, CA. I become familiar with 
Serenity Spa based on the investigation. I have personally conducted the business in conversations 
with SFPD officers who have conducted their own investigations. I know that Serenity Spa would be 
an illegal brothel in a location where illegal prostitution occurs.  This is based on investigation I've 
personally conducted conversations with other officers and a review of incident reports.  Based on 
my investigation, I believe the Serenity Spa is owned by Jing Huang and Wang Li. On June 17th, 2025, 
at approximately 1600 hours, I conducted an undercover operation at the Serenity Spa. The goal of 
this operation was to see if there was illegal prostitution taking place and the Serenity Spa. While 
wearing a mobile body bug and in possession of $200 in marked City funds,  I was greeted by an 
Asian female who escorted me back to a room. I did not see any other people as I walked to the 
room but was able to hear voices from other rooms.  The voices sounded as they were both male 
and female. The room looked like a typical massage room with a chair and massage table.  There was 
another table in the corner that had massage oils and a roll of toilet paper on top.  Once inside the 
room a woman asked me how long.  I told her I wanted a 1/2 hour massage.  The female said it 
would cost $50.00.  I gave the woman a hundred dollar bill.  The woman told me she would give me 
change.  The woman then points (inaudible) the table.  I asked whether I should take off my clothes.  
The woman said “take off”, pointed to a nearby chair and exited the room. 



 
I undressed, got under the blanket covering the massage table and faced down.  The woman 
returned to the room and put $50 on the table.  The woman then removed the blanket covering.  
They then began rubbing my shoulders and legs.  She then began rubbing my buttocks and then 
attempted to rub my perineum area, which I prevented by clenching my buttocks.  The woman then 
asked me to turn over, which I did.  She then began rubbing my chest and stomach.  Eventually 
grabbing my penis and asked me you want while making an up and down motion with her other fist.  
I interpreted this gesture as an offer for manual stimulation.  I asked her how much.  She said you 
tell me and I offered sixty and I offered $60.00.  The woman agreed and then to the corner table to 
get oil.  She then grabbed my penis and manually stimulated me with both hands.  I determined 
there was sufficient evidence for probable cause, violation of California Penal Code 647-B.  I then 
told the woman I had to leave.  The woman told me to lay back down so that I could finish.  I again 
told her that I had to go and gave the woman $50 and left.  Based on my training and experience and 
the investigation I personally conducted, I believe the Serenity Spa is a house of prostitution in 
accordance to Penal Code Section 315.   
 
I am the sole operative assigned to conduct covert investigations into the lewd activity at massage 
establishments within the City and County of San Francisco.  Disclosure of my physical appearance 
would render me recognizable to regulated communities, thereby compromising the integrity of 
ongoing future investigations.  Even if disclosure were subject to carefully crafted protective order, 
the risk of harm remains substantial.  Once my physical appearance is disclosed, it cannot be 
undone.  Protective orders cannot fully eliminate the risk of inadvertent disclosure or misuse, nor 
can they restore the agent’s anonymity once compromised.  Because the Family Group Council 
represents multiple establishments and currently under investigation, disclosure of the agent's 
identity in this proceedings would likely be shared, intentionally or not, with other clients, thereby 
undermining the City's broader enforcement strategy and enabling regulated entities to evade 
detection.  Disclosure of my physical appearance identity would cause serious and lasting harm to 
the City's enforcement efforts.  The agent's ability to operate covertly would be irreparably 
impaired, and the City's capacity to enforce San Francisco Health Code Article 29 would significantly 
diminished.  I declared under  penalty of perjury and the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and this was written on November 7th of 2024. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER 
(inaudible) For the Health Department. 
 
HORCHER: 
My turn?  Sergeant Glenn, can you hear me?  
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
I can hear you now. 
 
HORCHER: 
I'm Paul Horcher.  I'm the counsel for the operators. 
Did you write that declaration? 
 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Uh, with the assistance of the City Attorney's Office, yes. 
 
HORCHER: 
Ok.  Now you understand that you have corrected the address, is that correct? 



 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
I've corrected the address and I have some additional training since it was offered.  So I added the 
additional training to Section 4. 
 
HORCHER: 
Ok, what is a, what is a by walk operation? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
What is a by walk operation? Is that question? 
 
HORCHER: 
Yes, Sir. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
It is when we go to an establishment and an effort to determine if prostitution is taking place within 
the establishment.  The idea behind that is that we do not do enforcement actions.  There is a signal 
given to the other officers that are outside and they are supposed to contact me via telephone to 
help me get out of there and come up with an excuse to leave. 
 
HORCHER: 
I noticed in your in the incident report, you, you used that uh signal, you signaled your, your part of 
your team.  You put that in the incident report and but in your declaration you did not mention that. 
Was there some reason for that? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Um, I had the City Attorney help me edit it and he removed it.  So, I don't know why he removed it. 
 
HORCHER: 
All right, long list of (inaudible) I noticed that in the declaration that you mentioned that you worked 
for Ukiah Police Department, but your testimony today, you did not mention that.  Some reason for 
that? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
I mentioned Ukiah Police Department.  I read it right out of the declaration. 
 
HORCHER: 
I beg to differ, let the record will (inaudible) reflect that.  Um, now did you get a receipt when you 
gave the woman 50, $50 dollars? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
I can’t hear your question.  Can you repeat it please? 
 
HORCHER: 
Did you get a receipt for your $50.00? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
I did. 
 
 



 
HORCHER: 
You mentioned that you went in there and the voices were audible. Is that correct?  From the other 
room, there was a man, a woman, who said. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
That is correct. 
 
HORCHER: 
That you can clearly hear voices. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Can you say that again? 
 
HORCHER: 
You could clearly hear their voices. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
I could faintly hear their voices, but I could hear their voices, yes. 
 
HORCHER: 
Now, in your incident report, you mentioned that you had an audio recording. Correct? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
There is an audio recording, yes. 
 
HORCHER: 
And you mentioned you had photographs as well. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Photographs of the money, yes. 
 
HORCHER: 
Now, the operators have asked three times for those recordings and photographs, once directly 
from PD and twice from the Health Department.  They've never, never received them.  Did you know 
that? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
I'm not in charge of discovery, Sir. 
 
HORCHER: 
It's a yes or no. (inaudible) 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
So, what is the question then? 
 
HORCHER: 
Did you know that? You don’t know. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
I did not know. 



 
HORCHER: 
Ok.  That's all you had to say “I don’t know.”  Ok. Have you ever made an arrest for prostitution? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Yes. 
 
HORCHER: 
Why didn't you make an arrest in this case?  If this actually happened. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Because that was not the operational goals that we set forth that day. 
 
HORCHER: 
Who set the goals? Inspector Flores? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
What's that? 
 
HORCHER: 
Who set the goal of this operation? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
I did. 
 
HORCHER: 
You did.  Isn't your job to protect public safety? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Among other things, yes. 
 
HORCHER: 
Isn’t your job? if you witness a crime, isn’t your job to detain the person, at least identify who they 
are? 
(FELIPE turns on HORCHER’s microphone) Oh, Thank you. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
However it would jeopardize a broader investigation. 
 
HORCHER: 
How about wasn't your job at least to identify other people who were in the room and could have 
asked who those people were? Who you overheard speaking? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
That would have jeopardized the investigation.  So we did not do that. 
 
HORCHER: 
How about public health concerns?  Wouldn't it been wise if alerted the operators, “Hey, look, 
you've got a rogue masseuse in your place.  You better just do something about it.  You're 
jeopardizing public health.”  Wouldn't it have been a good idea? 



 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
I don't agree with that statement, no. 
 
HORCHER: 
You don't agree with that statement. OK. 
Isn't it true the District Attorney has never pursued criminal charges in this matter? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
(inaudible) Case #250337568, did not receive criminal complaint from us.  That is correct. 
 
HORCHER: 
Thank you. 
All right, to this date, you did not know who that person was, is that correct?  That you 
encountered? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
I'm sorry? 
 
HORCHER: 
To this date, you do not know who that person was who you encountered on June 17th at 3446 
Balboa St. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
That that is correct. 
 
HORCHER: 
What is a mobile body bug? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
What is a mobile body bug? 
I'm going to exercise 1040 of the Evidence Code and not disclose that to you because they would 
jeopardize further investigations. 
 
HORCHER: 
You can't describe what a mobile body bug is? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
I just answered your question, Sir. 
 
HORCHER: 
OK, You're not going to tell me.  All right. One moment. 
(Horcher turns around to speak with member of his team.) 
I want to ask you something else. 
Have you ever been listed on the Ukiah Police Department's Brady List? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Not to my knowledge. No. 
 
HORCHER: 
Also known as a Giglio list. 



 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Known as a what? 
 
HORCHER: 
Giglio. G-I-G-L-I-O List. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Not to my knowledge. 
 
HORCHER: 
You don't know anything about that, then, correct? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
That's correct. 
 
HORCHER: 
All right.  I see something else. 
You'd be (inaudible) to die. I don't know. 
Were you one of the four officers who arrested a burglary suspect? Excuse me, a kidnapping suspect 
and allowed them into the jailhouse with a loaded weapon? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
I was not, no.  I was a supervisor for that incident though. 
 
CLERK: 
Time is up. 
 
HORCHER: 
One more question. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Time is up. (inaudible) allow for rebuttal. 
 
HORCHER: 
I’m just cross examining and I haven’t presented my case. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
You’re just asking questions for that, do you have anything additional that you want to add about 
your case? 
 
HORCHER: 
Just cross examining their witness.  I haven’t presented by case yet. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Well you had seven minutes to do that. 
 
HORCHER: 
No, I have not, I’m cross examining, you got (inaudible) 
 
 



PROGRAM MANAGER: 
(inaudible) 
 
HORCHER: 
Got to give her a fair hearing. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Well, this is a fair hearing. 
 
HORCHER: 
(inaudible) 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Well, we are giving you a fair hearing. 
 
HORCHER: 
In your opinion. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
So I'm saying that we're done with the question aspect of this, but I am going to allow you some 
time to present your case. I'm going to give you 3 additional minutes to do that. 
 
HORCHER: 
Thank you. 
One last question of the, the deputy. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
No, it's time to move on. 
 
HORCHER: 
So I can't ask him about his four day suspension?  
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
No, I don’t think it’s relevant. 
 
HORCHER: 
It's relevant as to carelessness. OK. 
 
(HEARING OFFICER: You have 3 minutes.) 
 
 
HORCHER: 
And I want to bring on my expert witness, Lieutenant Greg Kilroy. 
 
HEARING OFFICER 
Oh, no, I'm sorry. I did…You absolutely cannot testify. 
 
HORCHER: 
(inaudible) 



 
HEARING OFFICER: 
I didn’t give him permission to testify. 
 
HORCHER: 
You said three more minutes. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
No, but this is you presenting your case not (inaudible) a witness. 
 
HORCHER: 
Oh, come on. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
No, I, I think we established that at the very beginning. 
 
HORCHER: 
No, you did not. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
We did. She asked and I said that I will not allow him to testify. 
 
HORCHER: 
You can't do this. You may think you can do this, but it's extremely arbitrary and egregious. You got 
to (inaudible) these women (inaudible). 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
So this is a fair hearing. 
 
HORCHER: 
Just give me 3 minutes. My 3 minutes is to ask this gentleman to give this opinion.  He's an expert 
witness. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
An opinion?  So I and I also said before that I'm not going to allow that in the very beginning. 
 
HORCHER: 
I didn’t hear that. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Do you have any additional information towards that? 
 
HORCHER: 
How about a 5 minute break and I'll give my 3 minute summation. Would that be OK? 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
A 5 minute break? 
 
HORCHER: 
Yes, please. 
 



HEARING OFFICER: 
Ok, I will allow it. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
My audio is dead.  I can't hear anything from anybody. Sorry, I’m interrupting. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
We’re going to take a 5 minute break. 
 
(Pause in audio, due to 5 minute BREAK) 
 
HORCHER: 
3 minutes left, I'd like to have my client make a statement.  
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Absolutely. 
 
HORCHER: 
After I ask one question of Ms. Vega. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Um, So first I want your clients to present or say your statement and then in the rebuttal I will allow 
you to ask questions. 
 
HORCHER: 
Sorry. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
I will allow you to ask questions after your client has made their statement. 
 
HORCHER: 
(Turns to client) Make your statement. 
Try English first.  
 
CLIENT: 
So in the past six months (inaudible) ladies, women, make them, following them on our website, so 
most they give us the e-mail and phone numbers, many become regulars.  So since May, all of our 
review on Google are 5 stars. Why?  Because the one reason they feel here are comfortable, they 
told, tell me that the spa feels is different than the from the other spas. If you visit our spa, you will 
see the curtain wide open, is very clean and there is a sitting area, comfortable area, in next to 
window.  Our employee never wear sexy clothes.  So I use my real name with my client.  There are 
picture of me and my partner and show the website.  I think better spa never do that. So we put in 
there more than 70 (inaudible) and also 50 more than 50 (inaudible). 
 
We choose the hard path but it's our dream to have a spa that gives the lady, couples, and a good 
man, affordable luxury.  We try to keep away bad man, like a Decoy.  They think all the Asian 
masseuse are prostitutes. 
 
From publishing our start, from the Police Department has made me feel really really tired and 
almost give up.  I have a serious housing problem and not much money now.  You (inaudible), then I 
(inaudible) illegal business on their property.  That's really stupid. 



 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
I'm sorry. (inaudible) time. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Since there’s a language barrier, I’m going to let her continue. 
 
CLIENT: 
I hope you last continue to take care of good people who love our store.  Thank you very much. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Thank you. 
 
HORCHER: 
She has time. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Sure.  Go for it. 
 
HORCHER: 
Go ahead (inaudible). 
 
CLIENT 2: 
OK, Hearing Officer. I'm here to talk about you know our we hired all the employee and mostly 
around you know, 60 years old and no criminal record and all were certified by CMTC.  And then we 
always tell them do not do anything against the law.  Also, you know, we spend a lot of money, you 
know, and build nice website and Google ads, ads on the Google to get more women and a couple 
massage and facial customer. 
 
So then DPH charge us with, you know, prostitution only based on an untrue writing report from 
policeman and want to revoke our business permit and our personal licenses.  So I think that's 
ridiculous and also it's unbiased because we didn't do anything against the law.  You know, also, you 
know, the, the money from the business is only our income now.  So you know, also now you, you 
try to revoke our licenses so if we don’t without a permit and CMTC license, you know and make us 
cannot make a living.  So we are in (inaudible) and don't deserve this visible punishment. 
 
So this is everyone.  Thank you. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
I did say after your statement, you can ask a question. 
 
HORCHER: 
Thank you. 
Ms. Vega, you said a concerned member of the community called you on December 6th, 2024.  Who 
you described as the complainant, was that person in fact the upstairs neighbor of Richmond 
Serenity Spa located at 3448. 
 
 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 



The complainant would like to uh remain anonymous, therefore, that information will not be 
provided today. 
 
HORCHER: 
Fair enough, got my answer, thank you. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
I will allow the department to, to rebuttal.  
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
So I do understand that based on the declaration provided by owner (inaudible) Wang that it 
appears that she's stating that they're targeting couples and women, uh which is 50% of their 
patrons.  Yet, um for some reason 50% of them are men alone.  I questioned as to how these men 
even find out about this location. 
Less than 10% of the Google generated reservations are men, yet 50% of your clientele are are men.  
So where are where are these men um making their their booking their services?  I would also like to 
question that there are rumors that there's escorts, that this, this is not a rogue agent, an individual 
that's conducting these services when in fact we believe that it is the practitioners, the 
establishment itself doing servicing these types of lewd acts. 
 
During my rebuttal, I would like to at this time like to direct-examine Sergeant Glenn, if that is OK. 
 
(PROGRAM MANAGER looks toward HEARING OFFICER for approval). 
 
OK, so Sergeant Glenn, can you tell us what initiated your investigation with Richmond Serenity Spa? 
 
HORCHER: 
Can’t hear him. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
I'm sorry, could you hear me? 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
Yes. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Sorry.  We, we received a complaint from the Department of Public Health as well as from the 
citizens. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
OK.  At this time, um although your incident report declares in states 3448 Balboa St., you entered 
Richmond Serenity Spa front entrance depicted um on Exhibit uh let's see Exhibit A page 12, is that 
correct? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Exhibit A, Page 12.   
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
Which is the Google, the Google image of what we had provided you the other day. 



 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Yes, that is correct. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
So have you ever received any personal massages before? 
 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Outside of that location? Yes, I have. 
 
HORCHER: 
Excuse me, your Honor. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
How many can you say you've gotten during your personal time?  How many personal massages 
have you gotten during your personal time? 
 
HORCHER: 
I don't have a picture.  
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Probably around a dozen. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
Are you familiar with the common protocols and preparing for professional massage? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Yes. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
And in your personal experience of getting a professional massage, is it common as a customer to 
remove all clothing, including your undergarments before laying on a massage table (inaudible) 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Yes. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
And is it common for a practitioner to completely remove the towel covering or sheet on the private 
parts during a professional massage? 
 
(CLERK calls time.) 
 
I'd like to request an extension. 
 
Go ahead. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
No. 
 



 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
OK.  I'd like to point out here Officer Thompson that regardless if he had no undergarments or not, 
or had undergarments, his towel sheet should not have been removed from that decoy exposing his 
buttocks.  This is a clear violation of San Francisco Health Book Article 29.17 and is considered a lewd 
conduct for the mere fact that the practitioner displayed and exposed the decoy’s buttocks. 
 
Now, going back to your testimony, you you're testifying under penalty of perjury that you lay face 
down on the massage table fully naked underneath the sheet, which the practitioner then 
completely removed, exposing your entire backside as you lay face down on the table.  Is that 
correct? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
That is correct. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
Did you ask her to remove the cover or expose your buttocks? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
I did not. 
 
PROGRAM MANGER: 
Furthermore, did you ask her to massage your buttocks and fondle with your perineum or attempted 
to fondle with your perineum? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
No.  
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
Based on your professional experience, did a lewd act occur at this point? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Yes. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
What's the reason why you continued to do your undercover operation at this point? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
The undercover operation was in regards to prostitution in the massage parlor. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
So why did you continue on?  So you thought the lewd conduct.  Why did you continue on? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Lewd conduct and prostitution are two separate, code sections 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
Were you trying to obtain solicitation at that point? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Correct. 



 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
OK, I'd like to also revisit the services given to you once you were asked to turn over on the massage 
table facing up.  Can you confirm once again, under oath, that your genitals were exposed during 
this time? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
They were. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
And during this time, while grabbing your genitals, she solicited a lewd service on your genitals for 
$60.00.  Is that correct? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
That is correct. 
 
PROGRAM MANGER: 
In your testimony, you state that manual stimulated you with both hands.  Can you briefly explain to 
us exactly what you mean by manual, manually stimulating you with both hands? 
 
SERGEANT GLEN: 
One hand grasps my testicles, the other hand grasps my penis and strokes in an up and down 
motion. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
So basically, she clearly was masturbating you at this point. 
 
SERGENT GLENN: 
Yes, I had already given the…I’m sorry, go ahead. 
 
PROGRAM MANGER: 
OK, Yes, OK, great. 
So at this point you were attempting to stop the service and told her that you had to leave, correct? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Yes. 
Once the…..sorry. 
 
PROGRAM MANGER: 
Why did you, why did you stop the decoy operation here at this point and not earlier on? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
We were attempting to get the solicita-….solicitation for prostitution. Once the solicitation was 
done, I gave the signal to my undercover officer to call the phone and once they called the phone, I 
was able to get away from her, in regards to that. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
OK, thank you Sergeant Glenn, I have no further questions. 
 
HORCHER: 
Follow up, please. 



 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Yes, you may. 
 
HORCHER: 
Sergeant Glenn, this is Paul Horcher again.  You know the law about 6-…647-B pretty well, don't you? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
One more time. 
 
HORCHER: 
Talk about 647-B prostitution. Isn't it true that when you agreed to $60.00 fee, that's when the that's 
when the crime of prostitution was complete, Isn't that true? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
That is true. 
 
HORCHER: 
There was no need to go any further. Isn't that true? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
There was no attempt to go any further. 
 
HORCHER: 
Oh no, you went further. (laughter)  You had this woman stroke you and I assume was an erect 
penis, is that correct? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
That is incorrect. 
 
HORCHER: 
No, you went further.  We're reading your….It is what it is.  We're reading your incident report. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Well, you said I had an erect penis.  That's incorrect.  Secondly, we had a given a kill sign already.  So 
that is, I was waiting for the phone call to come in so no, it was not. (inaudible). 
 
HORCHER: 
It's like my (inaudible) would say “it is what it is.”  We're reading your, we're reading your incident 
report. 
 
(SERGEANT GLENN: (inaudible)) 
 
“I offered her $60.00 and she said yes.”  That's when you established prostitution.  Isn't that correct, 
Sir? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
You're talking over me while I'm answering your questions. 
 



HORCHER: 
You're not answering my question.  You're trying to dodge it.  Please answer the question for the 
Hearing Officer. 
 
(HEARING OFFICER: (inaudible) to answer) 
 
Your turn, Officer. 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
I….What is the question? 
 
HORCHER: 
I'll say it again.  When you agreed to the $60.00, at that time, was not the crime of prostitution 
established? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
That is the current prostitution, yes. 
 
HORCHER: 
Thank you. 
Did she take your underwear off? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
No. 
 
HORCHER: 
You took your underwear off. That was your decision, is that correct? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Yes. When I entered the room, I asked, “do I take my clothes off?” and she said “yes,” and pointed to 
(inaudible). 
 
HORCHER: 
 It was your decision, was it not? 
 
SERGEANT GLENN: 
Yes. 
 
HORCHER: 
Thank you. 
(Horcher turns to confer with team member). 
Nothing further. Thank you. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
(inaudible) your case. 
 
HORCHER: 
Well, yes. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
OK, thank you. 



 
HORCHER: 
Thanks for extra time. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Anything else from DPH? 
 
PROGRAM MANGER: 
I'd like to provide a closing remark. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Please. 
 
PROGRAM MANAGER: 
Thank you, Hearing Officer Lawrence for your time and attention to this matter today. 
 
The evidence and testimony presented today leave no doubt that serious violations of Article 29 of 
the San Francisco Health Code occurred at Richmond Serenity Spa, located at 3446 Balboa St.  A 
practitioner, an employee of the establishment, engaged in a lewd conduct and solicited sexual 
services in an in exchange for compensation.  Actions that are unequivocally prohibited under the 
law. 
 
Specifically, the practitioner exposed the buttocks, the genitals of the decoy, and proceeded to 
fondle those areas while explicitly agreeing to the perform a lewd act for $60.00.   This conduct is 
not only unlawful, it is a direct threat to public health, safety, and the integrity of licensed massage 
establishments here in San Francisco.  I want to make it absolutely clear that the Department's 
recommendation is based solely on the violations that occurred at this specific location a 3446 
Balboa St. under permit number ME120465. 
 
Any prior history of any other locations in this decision, nor any clerical error on a piece of paper or 
any issues of public records or any declaration from a former PD officer who is attempting to 
discredit my witness with alleged knowledge of how we run our operation here in this department 
should have no no bearing in this matter. 
 
All this is irrelevant information and should bear no weight to the matter of fact that the massage 
practitioner from this facility, who is permitted by the health department who we educated 
ourselves during the issuance of this permit about the practitioner conduct, did in fact engage in the 
lewd act, solicited and solicited a lewd act on June 17th, 2025 at Richmond Serenity Spa. 
 
Given the laws that the the law does not give leeway to such egregious violations is the 
department's, the department provided clear evidence supporting it and we respectfully urge you to 
uphold the department's recommendation. Thank you. 
 
HORCHER: 
(Raises hand) Last word. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Yes. 
 
HORCHER: 
Thank you.   



The best evidence, what happened, would be the photographs and the audio recording.  For reasons 
unknown, Police Department and Health department have refused to turn us, turn them over to us.  
We have repeatedly requested them, and you'll see that in our exhibits.  Let's see they update 
exactly which exhibits number Exhibits number G, H, I of the operators. 
 
We believe that the audio recording would tell a different story.  This is why they have not been 
released to us.  We believe the audio recordings would be exculpatory and clear, would definitely 
clear the air in this the situation.  This is why they don't release them.  This is, this is.  
Now, you have to look at things that they don't want to talk about.  I don't know what they're 
complaining about here.  What you just said.  They, in several times, if you've noticed in the their 
pleadings, recent pleadings, they dropped kick me personally saying I would do something like 
expose this decoy's identity, his facial recognition or whatever to other people.  We never did that. 
 
I do and I take personal exception, very angry about that.  Let's get on, who cares about me.  Let's 
talk about these two ladies.  What's going on here?  This, you've got to remember, the decoy did not 
identify the masseuse.  He did not question the masseuse, the masseuse, he did not detain the 
masseuse.  He did not arrest the masseuse.  There were other people there, he should have 
identified.  He didn't do it.  He did not alert the operators, “Hey, you've got, you've got a problem 
here. You've got a rogue masseuse.” And, and SFPD did not alert the operators.  No one did.  DPH 
did not alert them.  No one gave it.  (inaudible) they cared about public health or public safety.  They 
went on for a month before these, these two ladies found out the hard way whose NOV, Notice of 
Violation, and the District Attorney never pursued criminal charges.  (inaudible) this is a, this is like a 
big doughnut.  (inaudible) It's the (inaudible) of a doughnut.  There's nothing there. 
 
So it looks like to us, it looks like, is everything, Nothing to do with public safety and public health, 
everything to do with ambition, (inaudible), and money.  They pointed out in the declaration, this 
Officer Glenn makes more money on overtime than he does in standard pay.  I believe he makes like 
$139,000 standard pay, $140,000 overtime.  They start these decoy operations always at 4:00 PM, 
just when overtime kicks in.  I don't think they've got an axe to grind against these two ladies, uh but 
I think it's just all about the money and it should be, It should get their priorities reoriented, protect 
public safety, protect public health.  Instead of this meanness, to think which we worry about is, 
racially (inaudible). 
 
Thank you. 
 
HEARING OFFICER: 
Thank you, to the parties. Let’s hear from the Clerk. 
 
CLERK: 
This concludes the San Francisco Department of Public Health’s Director’s Hearing. Today's date is 
Thursday, November 20th, and the time is 1:57.  Thank you. 



SFPD audio of Richmond Serenity Spa. 
 

https://app.box.com/s/xdzlsc4mowxpzegxdk4cy0x7fp8cxzzp  



                  PUBLIC COMMENT 



This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From:
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: appeal number 25-059 at 3446 Balboa Street ( Richmond Serenity Spa )
Date: Wednesday, May 6, 2026 6:19:15 AM

I would like to remain anonymous. 

Please include the submission to the May 20th hearing appeal number 25-059 at 3446 Balboa
Street which is the Richmond Serenity Spa.

I've been working as a crossing guard for 8 years with MTA (my ID is 187672) since I retired
10 years ago from UCSF Medical Center. I've worked throughout the Richmond district at
elementary schools. I'm presently working at Lafayette Elementary School where I went to
kindergarten. I've been living in the neighborhood my entire life, close to 70 years. 

My family has lived in the outer Richmond since 1940. And my grandmother was born and
lived in San Francisco since the late 1800s, she was 10 years old during the 1906 earthquake.

My family has owned the property at 3446 Balboa Street since I was born. My grandmother
and grandfather owned the building which passed to my mother which passed to myself, my
brother and sister. We sold the property before it was developed into the complex it is today.
We are deeply saddened to see what's going on there today.

I had previously worked as a licensed private investigator for Immendorf & Company. My
manager was Tony Passanisi who presently owns Passanisi Investigations. We worked Sub
Rosa throughout the state of California. 
Based on my experience and what I have observed over the past 3 years is that this is a
"knocking shop", based on the observations I've made. Not only at the 3446 Balboa Street
location but when it was across the street at 3443 Balboa Street.
I have recognized the undercover police who have been surveilling the property and it's
activities. It's obvious to me. I've also discussed with the neighbors they're viewing of
undercover officers investigating the establishment. We are well aware that it has been under
the microscope for some time. We're also wondering why nothing has been done to shut this
place down.

I'm not alone in my determination. I grew up in the neighborhood and know most of the
people I encounter while I'm working. Some for my entire life. We have always been in
agreement about this operation. We weren't surprised when we saw the posting on the window
about the business license being suspended. 

In the years I've been working there I have never seen a woman go into this establishment. I've
never seen any of the neighborhood residents go into this establishment. Only people from
outside of our community. I recognize the regulars and they're not from around here. I also
noticed there peculiar behavior. They never park in front of the establishment. Generally walk
up the street and slip inside. Especially the man who comes on his bicycle and prepares
himself around the corner by taking off his bicycle outfit and sorting himself before he goes



around the corner and walks into the establishment with his bicycle. It's almost comical why
he doesn't just go to the establishment and enter.

I've never seen the workers engage with any of our Balboa Street businesses or frequent our
neighborhood streets. Their secretive and don't engage with the community. 

My concern is they should not be operating this kind of a business within a half a block of an
elementary school. The school accommodates the transitional kindergarten class through 5th
grade. These are the most innocent members of our community and should not be exposed to a
illegal activity like this. 

I know the people who work in the businesses, the dog walkers, the senior citizens who use
Balboa Street as their exercise area by walking. As well as all the students and their families.
Many of the elderly people I have known since I was in elementary school. It's a community
of multi-generational families who have long been established here. It's a great neighborhood
because we have made it that way and keep it crime free. This establishment has often been
discussed, especially since the posting on the window which appeared a couple of months ago
and the media reports. The neighborhood is trying to figure out how this operation has been
allowed to remain for as long as it has in our neighborhood. It's become a standing joke, but
it's not funny. 
It's time the city steps in and steps up to clean up our streets. It's time to shut this place down. 

Thank you for your effort



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Marie Hurabiell
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Appeal no. 25-059 at 3446 Balboa Street (Richmond Serenity Spa) - May 20 Hearing
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2026 11:36:26 PM

 

Dear Members of the Board of Appeals,

I write in strong support of the Richmond District residents and community members
opposing the appeal in Appeal No. 25-059 concerning Richmond Serenity Spa.

The police have investigated and determined the business to be engaged in illegal activity. The
City has determined that revocation of Richmond Serenity Spa’s business license was
warranted. That decision should be upheld, and the appeal denied.

Residents deserve safe, lawful, family-friendly neighborhood commercial corridors. Repeated
concerns from community members regarding suspected illegal activity at this location have
caused understandable alarm and frustration among nearby families, businesses, and residents.
San Francisco cannot continue to ignore operations that undermine public safety, quality of
life, and trust in local government.

Illegal brothels are often associated with exploitation, trafficking, organized criminal activity,
and unsafe conditions for vulnerable women. The City has an obligation to enforce existing
laws consistently.

The Richmond District is a vibrant residential neighborhood where families, seniors, and small
businesses should feel secure and respected. Community voices should matter, and residents
should not be forced to tolerate ongoing unlawful activity in their neighborhood.

Allowing this operation to continue despite prior enforcement findings would undermine
community trust and send the wrong message to residents who have worked tirelessly to
protect the safety of their neighborhood.

I respectfully urge the Board to deny the appeal and uphold the revocation decision.

Sincerely,

Marie Hurabiell

Marie Hurabiell
415-378-7779
www.VoteMarie.com
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BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Appeal of        Appeal No. 25-059 
JING HUANG and LIYAN WANG, ) 

   Appellant(s) ) 
) 

vs. ) 
) 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH, ) 
Respondent 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on December 26, 2025, the above named appellant(s) filed an appeal with the Board 
of Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), 
commission, or officer.  

The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the revocation on December 19, 2025, of a Massage 
Establishment Permit (permit revoked due to practitioners engaging in lewd conduct) at 3446 Balboa Street. 

PERMIT NO. #ME-120465 

FOR HEARING ON May 20, 2026 

Address of Appellant(s):         Address of Other Parties: 

Jing Huang and Liyan Wang, Appellant(s) 
c/o Paul Horcher, Attorney for Appellant(s) 
601 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 928 
San Franciso, CA 94102 

N/A 



      Date Filed: December 26, 2025 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 25-059     
 
I / We,  Jing Huang and Liyan Wang, hereby appeal the following departmental action: REVOCATION of 

Massage Establishment Permit No. #ME-120465  by the Department of Public Health which was issued or 

became effective on: December 19, 2025, to: Richmond Serenity Spa, for the property located at: 3446 Balboa 
Street.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellants’ Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on January 29, 2026, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the 
hearing date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be double-spaced with a 
minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.lamarre@sfgov.org, and adam.radtke@sfcityatty.org  
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on February 12, 2026, (no later than one 
Thursday prior to hearing date).  The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be 
doubled-spaced with a minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.lamarre@sfgov.org, and pvh831@gmail.com 
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, February 18, 2026, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place.  The parties are encouraged to attend in-person but may also attend remotely via Zoom.  
Information for access to the hearing will be provided before the hearing date. 
 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the 
briefing schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any changes to the briefing schedule.  
 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email 
all documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to 
boardofappeals@sfgov.org.  Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members 
of the public will become part of the public record. Submittals from members of the public may be made 
anonymously.  
 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, 
including letters of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. 
All such materials are available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boa. You may also request a 
hard copy of the hearing materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. 
Admin. Code Ch. 67.28.  
 
 
The reasons for this appeal are as follows:  
 
See attachment. 
 
Paul Horcher, attorney for appellants, submitted the appeal via email. 
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PAUL V. HORCHER, Esq. (SBN: 084882)  
601 Van Ness Ave., #928 
San Francisco, CA 94102-3257 
Tel. 909-861-5555 | Fax. 415-301-4262 | Email: pvh831@gmail.com 
 
Attorney for Appellants Jing Huang (“Ms. Huang”) and Liyan Wang (“Ms. Wang”) 
DBA Richmond Serenity Spa (“the Spa”), 3446 Balboa Street 
 

 
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF APPEALS (“THE BOARD”) 

 
 
Jing Huang and Liyan Wang 
DBA Richmond Serenity Spa, 
 
                           Respondent/Appellants, 

 
vs. 

 
City and County of San Francisco                    
Department of Public Health,  
 
                          Petitioner/Appellee.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appeal No. 25-059 
 
APPELLANTS’ BRIEF REQUESTING 
THAT THE BOARD REVERSE DPH’S 
DECISION TO REVOKE THE SPA’S 
MASSAGE LICENSE AND DISMISS THE 
ACTION WITH PREJUDICE  
                    
Hearing Date: March 25, 2026 

 
I. Introduction.  

 
Appellants, Jing Huang and Liyan Wang, owners of Richmond Serenity Spa (“the Spa”) request 

that the Board of Appeals (“Board”) reverse the City and County of San Francisco’s Department of 

Public Health’s (“DPH”) order revoking the Spa’s massage license, imposing a draconian and unjust 

5-year ban on appellants seeking a massage license, and a total fine of $7,500.00.1 Appellants also 

request a dismissal with prejudice based on the outrageous government conduct of the San Francisco 

Police Dept. (“SFPD”) decoy police officer who allegedly allowed a rogue masseuse to rub his penis 

with hot oil - conduct which, in appellants’ view, constituted police overtime pay abuse. The officer 

made no detentions, arrests, did not identify the rogue masseuse or other witnesses, and did not notify 

the owners of the incident, thereby depriving Ms. Huang and Ms. Wang or their ability to investigate 

 

1  Ex. 1:  Hearing Officer Traci Lawrence’s Revocation Order dated 11/20/25. (DPH Case No. MSG 25-03.)  
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and mount a defense to counter DPH’s allegations. To further compound the error SFPD and DPH 

then refused to provide appellants with the audio recording and photos of the decoy operation which 

would have exonerated appellants.  

Thereafter, appellants were deprived of receiving a fair hearing conducted by an impartial hearing 

officer as required by due process.  The assigned Hearing Officer, believed to be a crony of DPH 

upper management, engaged in rampant ex parte communications with DPH, actively solicited 

evidence from DPH, and committed a wide array of other prejudicial legal errors rendering the 

proceeding patently unfair and in violation of appellants’ state and federal due process rights. The 

hearing officer refused to rule on defense counsel’s motion to exclude unreliable evidence and did 

not allow the defense to call an SFPD veteran vice officer as an expert witness to testify that DPH’s 

SFPD decoy officer’s behavior was inappropriate and contrary to standard police practices.  

II. Facts. 
 

Ms. Huang and Ms. Wang (“owners”) are legitimate business owners with no prior record of 

sustained city license violations. Ms. Huang became a state-licensed esthetician in 20072 and                   

Ms. Wang obtained massage certification from the California Massage Therapy Council in 2011. In 

2015, the owners obtained a fictitious business name certificate for Richmond Serenity Spa then 

located at 3443 Balboa Street. In 2016, they obtained a city DPH massage permit. The owners 

complied with all the financially devastating COVID closure orders in 2020 totaling eight (8) months 

and reopened again in early 2021. With her life savings, Ms. Huang bought the unit located at 3446 

Balboa Street #1 on 4-13-23, and on 5-17-23, DPH accepted their application for a massage permit 

at the new location. The state thereafter issued a new cosmetology license at the new location that 

remains in good standing.3 After spending ~$70,000.00 on interior improvements, and six (6) months 

 

2 Ex. 2: Appellants’ Hearing Chronology and Hearing Exhibit C (License No. 76542 – Board of Barbering and 
Cosmetology.)  
3 Ibid.  
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dealing with city bureaucracies, DPH inspected the premises and issued the owners Massage 

Establishment Permit No. ME-120465 for the Spa at the new location. Owners unquestionably ran a 

legitimate spa that offers massages, facials, and waxing.4 Per Ms. Huang, massage was approximately 

80% of the Spa’s business; 50% of their clients are men; 30% are women, and 20% are couples. 5 

 Per SFPD Incident Report (“IR”) 250337568, on 6-17-25, four officers began a buy-walk 

operation at 4:00 p.m., believed to when SFPD overtime pay starts. The decoy, SFPD Sgt. Robert 

Glenn, entered the Spa and paid for a massage.6 He took of his clothes and, and after a brief nude 

massage, arranged with an unknown woman to get what is colloquially known as “hand job” for 

$60.00. Sgt. Glenn paid the woman, then allowed her to rub hot oil on his bare penis. He claimed he 

stopped the massage and left when another police officer called and pretended to be his wife, but 

Sgt. Glenn did not identify, detain, or arrest the masseuse nor any of the other people in the Spa. 

Moreover, SFPD did not inform the owners of the incident for a full month and did not seek 

criminal prosecution despite claiming that a prostitution crime had occurred. Sgt. Glenn stated that 

he audio recorded his interaction with the masseuse and took photographs and booked the items into 

evidence.7  

 A month later, on 7-16-25, DPH inspected the Spa and determined that it was sanitary and 

that there were no violations. Nevertheless, DPH served owners with a Notice of Determination 

(“NOD”) alleging violations of SF Health Code §§29.17(b) & 29.31(f) based on the 6-17-25, decoy 

operation and ordered owners to pay a $7,500 fine; DPH did not then seek the suspension or 

revocation of owners’ massage license permit.8 Thereafter, SFPD and DPH initially refused to 

 

4 Ex. 3:  Declaration of Jing Huang, p. 2, para. 9.  
5  Ibid.  
6 The Standard reported in 2022, that Sgt. Glenn and his team of subordinate officers allowed a kidnapping suspect to 
bring a gun into the county jail when they did not properly search him. (Ex. 2: Appellants’ Hearing Chronology and 
Hearing Exhibit A, fn 1.)  
7 Ex. 4: SFPD Incident Report (“IR”) 250337568.  
8 Ex. 5:  First NOD dated 7-23-25 
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produce the SFPD IR to the owners’ counsel requested pursuant to a California Public Records Act 

(PRA) request.9 However, when owners’ counsel submitted a hearing request and informed DPH 

that the owners could not prepare for a hearing without the report, DPH belatedly produced it 

together with a retaliatory Amended NOD materially escalating the punishment to a $7,500 fine 

plus a 60 day suspension. 10 When counsel requested a continuance to allow adequate preparation 

time to defend against the Amended NOD, DPH further retaliated against the owners for asserting 

their right to a hearing and escalated the penalties even further in a Second Amended NOD; DPH 

now ordered owners to pay a $7500 fine and sought to revoke the Spa’s massage permit under 

SF Health Code §§ 29.45(a)(3) & (4); however, subsection (4) applied only to sex trafficking 

charges or convictions as defined by Penal Code § 236.1, clearly not applicable here. 11 

 Owners and owners’ counsel made numerous requests from both SFPD and DPH, for            

Sgt. Glenn’s audio recording of the decoy operation and photographs that he represented he took at 

the Spa and booked into evidence.12 Owners believed the recording would exonerate them. 

However, the city violated all traditional notions of justice and fair play when it refused to 

produce the recording and photographs to owners prior to the hearing despite that it was the 

only objective evidence that existed when Sgt. Glenn let an unidentified rogue masseuse rub his 

penis with hot oil assuming, arguendo, that the incident occurred at all.13 

 On November 20, 2025, a city employee, Traci Lawrence, presided over the hearing as 

DPH’s hearing officer.14  DPH historically has had licensed attorneys preside over DPH hearings 

who are trained to adhere to due process principles and remain impartial as required by law. 

However, Ms. Lawrence, a city employee who is not an attorney, violated the most rudimentary 

 

9 Ex. 2:  Appellants’ Hearing Chronology and Hearing Exhibits G & H; Cal. Gov’t. Code §7920.00, et seq. 
10 Ex. 6:  First Amended NOD dated 8/25/25. 
11 Ex. 7: Second Amended NOD dated 8/27/25.  
12 Ex. 8: Requests for SFPD Recording and Photographs. 
13 Ibid.   
14 Ex. 9: Hearing Video Recording 
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tenets of due process such as refraining from ex parte communications regarding the evidence, 

ruling on pending motions and objections prior to the hearing, allowing owners a fair opportunity to 

defend themselves by admitting relevant, reliable evidence, and maintaining a judicious 

temperament.  The record is replete with egregious errors that require reversal as discussed below.  

Argument 
 

I. The Revocation Order Should Be Reversed and Dismissed Because the City 
Deprived Ms. Huang and Ms. Wang of Their Due Process Right to a Fair 
Hearing  
 

Appellants are entitled to a reversal and a dismissal with prejudice because they were not 

afforded a fair hearing with an impartial hearing officer. Procedural due process under the Fifth and 

Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution and Article I, Section 7 of the California 

Constitution includes the right to be heard "at a meaningful time and in a meaningful manner."                 

(D & M Fin. Corp. v. City of Long Beach (2006) 136 Cal. App. 4th 165.) When due process requires 

a hearing, an impartial adjudicator is a basic requirement: the United States Supreme Court has stated 

that "a fair trial in a fair tribunal is a basic requirement of due process," and in the administrative 

context "an impartial decision maker is essential." (Absmeier v. Simi Valley Unified Sch. Dist., (2011) 

196 Cal. App. 4th 311.) The record is replete with errors that deprived appellants of a fair hearing as 

discussed below.  

A. DPH violated Appellants’ due process rights when DPH issued an amended 
NOD and increased the penalties each time Appellants requested case 
evidence and a continuance to afford them a meaningful opportunity to be 
heard.  

 
DPH violated appellants’ right to due process when it increased the NOD penalty from a 

$7500 fine to a $7500 fine plus a 60-day suspension after appellants submitted a hearing request 

and pushed for a copy of the SFPD Incident Report and again when DPH increased the penalty to a 

permit revocation immediately after appellants requested a continuance to prepare for the hearing. 

DPH ratcheting up sanctions - culminating in permit revocation - supports an inference that DPH’s 
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penalty-setting was not a neutral, record-based exercise of discretion but a punitive response to the 

assertion of procedural rights. DPH repeatedly amending the NOD to increase penalties was done to 

deter appellants participation in the hearing, as well as to hinder their ability to meaningfully 

prepare for the hearing, rather than to adjudicate on the merits before an impartial tribunal. (Cal. 

Code Civ. Proc. 1094.5; Morongo Band of Mission Indians v. State Water Resources Control Bd. 

(2009) 45 Cal. 4th 731.) Even where an agency has discretion to select a sanction, courts will not 

uphold a penalty that is arbitrary, capricious, or patently abusive. (Coe v. City of San Diego (2016) 3 

Cal.App.5th 772.)  Accordingly, the escalated fine/suspension/revocation should be reversed because 

it was retaliatory and reflects a prejudicial abuse of discretion and a failure to proceed in the manner 

required by law.  

B. Due process was violated when the city refused to provide SFPD’s recording 
of Sgt. Glenn receiving a massage and engaging in a sex act which would 
have exonerated them.  

 
Appellants contend it was reversible error for the city to refuse to produce the audio 

recording of Sgt. Glenn’s undercover operation wherein he let a rogue masseuse massage his 

genitals with oil. The city's refusal to produce the audio recording prevented the owners from 

testing the accuracy and completeness of the City's proof and from presenting a full defense, 

thereby skewing the record on which appellate review must occur. This is particularly true since 

Sgt. Glenn did not detain, arrest, or even identify anyone in the massage parlor. Therefore, the 

withholding of the recording, coupled with Sgt. Glenn’s failure to identify the masseuse and 

witnesses, undermines the fairness and reliability of the administrative adjudication and risks an 

erroneous license revocation based on an incomplete record. Appellants were deprived of all 

avenues to investigate or challenge the DPH’s enforcement action because when important evidence 

was withheld from them depriving them of the constitutional right to present evidence and mount a 

defense.   
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Moreover, appellants contend this recording would have exonerated them as counsel argued 

at the hearing. It is well-settled that respondents must be permitted to see the evidence against them, 

including exculpatory evidence, to ensure a fair process. (Teacher v. California Western School of 

Law (2022) 77 Cal.App.5th 111; Cal Gov. Code 11507.6.) Therefore, their right to due process was 

violated by DPH’s arbitrary and capricious failure to disclose the recording and photographs.  

C. Hearing Officer Lawrence Improperly Excluded Defense Expert Testimony 
from retired SFPD Lieutenant Kilroy’s Whose Testimony Undermined the 
Credibility of Sgt. Glenn the Sole Witness to the Alleged Act of Prostitution 

 
Appellants due process rights to a fair hearing were violated when Hearing Officer 

Lawrence refused to allow them to call SFPD Lieutenant (Ret.) Raymond Kilroy, a 31-year SFPD 

veteran and former officer in charge of the SFPD Vice Unit as an expert witness. 15 Had Lt. Kilroy 

been allowed to testify, he would have destroyed Sgt. Glenn’s credibility. Lt. Kilroy reviewed the 

SFPD IR in this matter and stated that decoy operations at massage parlors commencing at 4:00 

p.m. when overtime pay begins are called “cash raids” or “money raids” in police circles. As 

appellants pointed out at the hearing, Sgt. Glenn made more than $180,000 in overtime pay in 2023 

and his supervisor, Antonio Flores, who authorized the operation, made more than $196,000.16         

Lt. Kilroy also stated that the report was not credible because it contained inaccuracies; that is was 

“abnormal for an uncover officer to strip naked and allow oil to be placed on his genitalia” and that 

he “never once had a masseuse touch [his] genitals” and that he never would have “allowed that to 

be an act of furtherance for himself or any of the officers under [his] command, to establish a 

solicitation case or to close a massage case. Once you have solicitation, why go further?”  He 

further stated that he could not imagine failing to cite or arrest the masseuse if what was stated had 

happened. He also could not understand why the witnesses were not identified.  He concluded that 

 

15 Ex. 10: Declaration of SFPD Lieutenant (Ret.) Raymond Kilroy dated 10/9/25.  
16 Ex. 2:  Appellants Hearing Chronology (Exhibit A, p.2, fn.1.)  
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if there was not a justification for a prostitution citation, then there would be no justification for a 

massage permit revocation.  He added that it was irregular to revoke a massage parlor permit based 

on one incident only alone because rogue masseuses do exist and many engage in inappropriate 

behavior without an owner’s knowledge. Therefore, a pattern of conduct is usually required before 

the city moves to revoke a permit. 17 

Appellants assert Hearing Officer Lawrence committed reversible error when she refused to 

allow this important expert witness to testify on grounds that it was speculative.  Expert witnesses 

do not need to have personal knowledge of an incident and Lt. Kilroy was not speculating.  Rather, 

he would have been testifying based on his training and experience. Appellants have the                       

constitutional right to call witnesses and to mount a defense to DPH’s enforcement action.  Sgt. 

Glenn’s failure to engage in appropriate investigative behavior called into question whether this 

incident occurred at all, much less the way he reported that it did.  Lt. Kilroy’s testimony would 

have struck at the heart of DPH’s case and an impartial hearing officer would have exonerated 

appellants.  

D. Hearing Officer Lawrence Engaged in Unlawful Ex Parte Communications 
with DPH Prosecutors  

 
As a result of numerous errors that occurred during the hearing, the appellants submitted a 

PRA request to the city, seeking, among other materials, email exchanges between Hearing Officer 

Lawrence and DPH staff related to the appellant's hearing. DPH was dilatory in responding, and 

when the records were ultimately produced in four separate batches, appellants concluded DPH 

intentionally withheld the records because they revealed that Hearing Officer Lawrence was 

engaged in unlawful ex parte discussion with DPH prosecutors, Michelle Vega and Ivy Phan, with 

DPH Hearing Coordinator, Eurich Santiago, acting as the go between, forwarding emails back and 

 

17 Ex. 10: Declaration of SFPD Lieutenant (Ret.) Raymond Kilroy dated 10/9/25. 
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forth.18 It is rudimentary law that ex parte communications are generally prohibited in California 

administrative hearings, even when such hearings are not governed by the Administrative Procedure 

Act (APA). California courts have recognized that due process principles require a fair tribunal, 

which includes the prohibition of ex parte communications to ensure fairness and impartiality. (See 

e.g. Nightlife Partners, Ltd. v. City of Beverly Hills (2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 81.)  

Here, Hearing Officer Lawrence, ex parte, collected case evidence, requested records from 

DPH for her review, discussed in limine motions, and asked DPH factual questions regarding 

appellants’ prior hearing in 2021 where appellants were exonerated following a hearing by an 

independent hearing officer who a licensed member of the California State Bar. 19  Since appellants 

were exonerated, the prior 2021 SFPD raid was irrelevant and should not have been considered.  Ex 

parte communications of this nature warrant an immediate reversal.  

E. Hearing Officer Lawrence was not impartial as required by law. 
 

The revocation order must be reversed because Hearing Officer Lawrence was not impartial. 

When due process requires a hearing, an impartial adjudicator is a basic requirement: the United 

States Supreme Court has stated that "a fair trial in a fair tribunal is a basic requirement of due 

process," and in the administrative context "an impartial decision maker is essential." (Absmeier v. 

Simi Valley Unified Sch. Dist. (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 311; See also Cal. Gov’t.. Code §1425.10.) In 

addition to engaging in improper ex parte communications, Hearing Officer Lawrence’s bias was 

evidenced by her rude and disrespectful conduct toward appellants’ counsel who did no more than 

make evidentiary objections as any competent attorney would do. Hearing Officer Lawrence 

scowled at counsel threatening to expel him from the hearing for objecting to the evidence and 

mounting a zealous defense. Perhaps most egregiously, she outright refused to rule on appellants’ 

 

18 Ex.11: Ex parte communications between DPH staff and Hearing Officer Lawrence 
19 Ibid. 
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pending evidentiary objections to the DPH evidence on grounds that the evidence was unreliable 

and inaccurate, thereby denying appellants of a fair hearing with an impartial hearing officer, as 

required by due process. 20  

F. Hearing Officer Lawrence unfairly truncated the time allotted for Ms. 
Huang and Ms. Wang to present their defense. 

Further compounding the errors, Hearing Officer Lawrence impeded appellants’ ability to 

mount a fair defense, by failing to tell counsel ahead of time that appellants’ 7-minute time allotted 

to present a defense began when counsel cross-examined Sgt. Glenn during DPH’s case-in-chief.  

Thereafter, the appellants were only allowed three additional minutes to rush through the defense 

case unfairly truncating their presentation instead of allotting appellants a fair opportunity to defend 

against DPH’s draconian enforcement action.  

G. DPH Failed to Provide an Adequate Recording and Transcript of the 
Hearing 

 
Consistent with DPH’s pattern of intentionally obstructing appellants’ due process rights to 

limit a meaningful appeal, DPH failed to properly record the hearing. The audio is inaudible in 

portions and the video failed to capture the hearing officer who scowled and made faces at 

appellants’ counsel for the duration of the hearing. 21 Moreover, DPH refused to provide an 

adequate transcript of the proceedings, instead providing a document with crude captions or 

snippets of the hearing that are virtually unusable.22  It is well-settled that an administrative decision 

can be set aside if an agency fails to prepare an adequate record.  (See eg. Frase v Gourley (2000) 

85 Cal.App.4th 762.)  In light of the cumulative errors in this matter, including failure to properly 

record and transcribe the hearing, appellants request dismissal of the action. 

 

20  Ex. 12: Appellants Evidentiary Objections to DPH Hearing Case Chronology and Exhibits dated 11/19/25. 
21 Ex. 9:  Hearing Video 
22 Ex. 13: DPH Transcript of Hearing  
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H. Hearing Officer Lawrence failed to identify the basis for her ruling and the 
evidence upon which she relied.  

 
Without question, the hearing order should be set aside because Hearing Officer Lawrence 

failed to identify the basis of her decision to revoke appellants’ massage permit and did not 

delineate the evidence she relied upon in making her decision.23 In Goldberg v Kelly, supra, 397 

U.S. 254, the Supreme Court described the due process requirements for administrative hearings. 

Regarding the hearing order, the Court stated: “The decisionmaker need not file a full opinion or 

make formal findings of fact or conclusions of law, but should state the reason for [her] 

determination and indicate the evidence [she] relied on.” (Ibid.) Here, the hearing officer 

completely failed to adhere to this principle which requires reversal because she gathered evidence 

ex parte and failed to rule on appellants’ evidentiary objections. As a result, appellants have no idea 

what evidence the hearing officer relied on in making her decision.  

II. The Matter Should Be Dismissed with Prejudice for Outrageous Government 
Conduct to Deter Police Overtime Abuse and Inappropriate Non-Criminal 
Investigations.  

 
Appellants also request a dismissal on due process grounds for outrageous government 

conduct. It shocks the conscience that a sworn police officer would get naked and allow a masseuse 

to massage his genitals with hot oil for a non-criminal, licensing issue to obtain overtime pay.  This 

constitutes not just an abuse of power, but police overtime abuse. SFPD contends it is short staffed 

and it is nothing short of outrageous that tax dollars are spent investigating non-criminal conduct 

that does not impact the health and well-being of the community nor protect public safely in such an 

offensive and self-serving manner.  Appellants wish to preserve the issue before the Board and will 

brief this issue in full in the superior court should a writ be necessary to vindicate appellants’ rights.  

 
 
 

 

23  
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Conclusion 
 

Due to the cumulative errors and apparent governmental malfeasance, traditional notions of 

justice and fair play mandate that the Board reverse the Hearing Order and dismiss this matter with 

prejudice to ensure that DPH and SFPD follow the law while enforcing it.  DPH has a clear axe to 

grind against Ms. Huang and Ms. Wang because they were exonerated at a prior hearing.  They 

threw out the rule book that typically should be applied, to unfairly target appellants and destroy 

their lawful business.  No evidence was presented that appellants knew that the masseuse engaged 

in an act of solicitation and the only evidence against appellants comes from an overtime hungry 

police officer with no credibility.  As such, the Hearing Officer’s decision to revoke the permit was 

arbitrary, capricious, and an abuse discretion and should be set aside forthwith.  

DATED: March 5, 2026      
  

    Paul V. Horcher 
  Attorneys for Appellants  
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SFDPH Director's Hearing - Case #MSG-25-03, 3446 

Balboa St., DBA  Richmond Serenity Spa-20251120 

2201-1 

 

0:02 

Good afternoon, calling the order of the San Francisco Department of Public Health directors here. 

 

0:08 

Date is Thursday, November 20th, 2025 and one O 6. 

 

0:15 

I am there's hearing clerk, the hearing officer for today, Officer Tracy Lawrence CBW. 

 

0:26 

If you remember the public joining us and would like to speak our comment will be at the end of the 

year for public comments will be at the hearing opposite discussion and you'll be right to remain 

anonymous. 

 

0:38 

Please spell personal audio video recordings and only one body speaking at a time. 

 

0:44 

Please number MSG 2503 address 344650 St. 

 

0:53 

Thank you. 

 

0:59 

Good afternoon. 

 

1:01 

My name is Tracy Lawrence. 

 

1:02 

I'm an intimate hearing officer appointed by the Director of San Francisco Department of Health to 

conduct and decide these hearings. 

 

1:12 

This hearing is being audio and video recorded and will constitute an administrative record for each 

case. 

 

1:20 

The process of these proceedings in order of the presentation as follows. 



 

1:29 

The Department San Francisco Department of Program Manager. 

 

1:34 

Since the case with the burden of establishing violation within 7 minutes, the responsible party or the 

defendant has seven minutes to present their case, then have 3 minutes or above the documents. 

 

1:51 

At the conclusion, the department has one minute to present the post order. 

 

1:57 

These hearings are quasi judicial. 

 

2:00 

The technical rules of evidence will not apply. 

 

2:04 

Any relevant plaudible evidence will be considered an admitted and will be given. 

 

2:09 

The lead is due prior to making a decision. 

 

2:12 

Here say evidence should be limited and will only be considered if it supplements or explains other 

evidence. 

 

2:20 

At the end of the proceedings, I will adopt, modify or reject the purpose proposed order and I will 

submit a written decision post hearing in accordance with the timelines dated by the Special of 

applicable cops. 

 

2:37 

Will everyone wish to testify, please? 

 

2:51 

Do you solemnly swear under penalty of mercury, under the law of the State of California, the 

testimony you give at this hearing today will be the truth, full truth, and of the truth, Yes, Yes. 

 

3:15 

OK, have a lovely time. 

 

3:19 

Good afternoon hearing Officer Lawrence, my name is Michelle Avega and I oversee the massage 

program here for the Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Branch, which is one of the 

three programs that I we're not going to do that because in the very beginning I laid the groundwork 



and I stated that each side would have 7 minutes and then once they complete their 7 minutes, then 

you will have an opportunity to present your case. 

 

3:44 

I understand that, but you're an officer. 

 

3:47 

But I do have a pending evidentiary objection which was sent to you yesterday, which is the 

knowledge receiving. 

 

3:54 

I have to acknowledge that I received that. 

 

3:55 

Like I said, you can, you can say all of that and when it's your time, actually, it's logically we would be 

wise to disclose that now because I believe, given my objection, that the matter should be dismissed. 

 

4:10 

So the matter is not going to be dismissed. 

 

4:12 

I am going to allow the evidence to stand. 

 

4:16 

So I will allow this department to continue. 

 

4:18 

Thank you. 

 

4:20 

I've conducted enforcement work for the health department in various programs and have been with 

the branch for over 17 years. 

 

4:26 

I'd first like to object to the second chair being the designated interpreter. 

 

4:31 

Due to conflict of interest, the department has furnished an interpreter today through a third party 

vendor who can remain impartial. 

 

4:39 

This request for the interpreter was initiated by the opposing party. 

 

4:43 

The third party vendor has experience with interpreting for depositions and legal matters. 



 

4:49 

Have you heard of that? 

 

4:51 

He, I don't think that interpreter's here. 

 

4:54 

Oh, he was sitting there. 

 

5:00 

Let me do second. 

 

5:04 

No EBH was made aware that the choice to have on yesterday sometime warrant and there's nothing 

about that any director series procedures I'd like to go further add no merit. 

 

5:28 

Second, I'd like to also question if former Lieutenant Phil Roy will be testifying today. 

 

5:39 

So I will allow the departments interfere and then the officer will testify today. 

 

5:51 

So the the former Lieutenant Kilroy, I'm not quite sure if the opposing party has him scheduled to 

testify today, but I'd like to object for him to testify based on speculative reasoning and lack of 

qualification. 

 

6:09 

I'm starting to misunderstood that you were talking about. 

 

6:11 

I agree. 

 

6:12 

So he will not testify. 

 

6:14 

Thank you. 

 

6:16 

I beg, Mark, can we pack up here? 

 

6:18 

Who is the person who's speaking? 



 

6:20 

She did not identify her snake. 

 

6:23 

I am Michelle Avega with the Department of Public Health. 

 

6:26 

And what is our motion? 

 

6:29 

I'm sorry. 

 

6:29 

Continue Thank you. 

 

6:31 

We're here today to provide new Hearing Officer Lawrence DPH's burden of proof that solicitation and 

engagement of Lube Act occurred at the permitted location called Richmond Serenity Spa. 

 

6:44 

I received a call from a concerned member of the public on December 6th, 2024 regarding a massage 

establishment located at 3446 Bello St. 

 

6:54 

claiming that they were conducting business all hours of the night pass off the allowable hours for a 

massage establishment. 

 

7:02 

The complainant also claimed that the massage business was offering sexual services for 

compensation as several male customers were observed entering and exiting the premises. 

 

7:12 

I informed the complainant that the previous routine inspections that we had had no health code 

violations, but we'll reach out to our partners at SFPD Special Victims Unit to investigate this for 

prostitution and Ludak. 

 

7:25 

In addition to that complaint, DPHS Government Affairs liaison to the Board of Supervisors also 

informed us of another complaint that came through with the Board of Supervisors. 

 

7:37 

Our former Director, Patrick Fosdale then connected PD and provided that information as well. 

 

7:43 

So on June 17th, 2025, SFPD conducted an undercover by operation at 3446 Balboa St. 



 

7:52 

According to the police report, as you can see from Exhibit B and Exhibit R that was submitted, the 

decoy paid $50.00 for a 30 minute massage. 

 

8:02 

During the rendering of these services, the practitioner removed the sheet that the decoy had 

exposing his backside and started massaging his body parts, including his buttocks. 

 

8:16 

She then proceeded to solicit ************ services for compensation in the amount of $60 to the 

decoy, all while stimulating his genitals. 

 

8:26 

This is a clear violation of the San Francisco Health Code Article 29.31 and Article 29.17, which is 

solicitation and engagement of lewd conduct. 

 

8:38 

As you can see from the incident report and declaration, Sergeant Glenn referenced Richmond 

Serenity Spa as 3448 Balboa St. 

 

8:45 

However, the physical address of this location is actually 3446 Balboa St. 

 

8:53 

This discrepancy appears to be on City Assessor's Office database where they claim that this parcel is 

both 3446 and 3448 Balboa St. 

 

9:03 

I'd like to assure you here in Officer Lawrence that Sergeant Glenn did in fact receive the services from 

3446 Balboa St. 

 

9:11 

and this will be further clarified directly from Sergeant Glenn during his testimony and direct 

examination today. 

 

9:18 

We also have District Inspector Ivy Fan here who has any questions that you might have pertaining to 

the issuance of the violation. 

 

9:25 

But at this time, I'd like to call on Sergeant Glenn to provide us his testimony on the accounts that 

occurred on June 17th, 2025 at Richmond Serenity Spa. 

 

9:35 

Actually have a question, Miss Megan? 



 

9:38 

No, you're cutting into their she justified. 

 

9:40 

I have a right question here. 

 

9:44 

That's right. 

 

9:45 

When you're paid by your client, I'm sorry, you're paid by your clients to represent them. 

 

9:49 

You continue to interrupt, I will ask you to leave and you will not be able to provide a service to your 

clients, something that they're entitled to. 

 

9:58 

I understand that. 

 

9:59 

No, it's not a lecture. 

 

10:01 

It's I'm telling you that if you keep interrupting, I'm going to ask you to leave. 

 

10:05 

So you make the decision. 

 

10:15 

I'm available now. 

 

10:15 

Sorry, I didn't know if I was not trying to talk to you, so why not? 

 

10:25 

You're ready. 

 

10:26 

I'm ready. 

 

10:27 

Sorry. 

 

10:27 

Am I going to be asked questions or do I just basically read my declaration to you guys? 



 

10:34 

Yes. 

 

10:35 

I mean, right now you read your declaration. 

 

10:39 

I started drawing the blood and Claire as follows. 

 

10:41 

I'm Sergeant and the San Francisco Police Department. 

 

10:44 

I've been a police officer with San Francisco Police Department for less than 10 years prior to working 

as an officer at the Police Department for almost a year and worked as an officer for the University of 

California San Francisco School of Law firmly UC18's safety department for almost 5 years. 

 

11:01 

I have personal knowledge to the content declaration and if called to do so would come would 

competently testified to the truth of the matter stated. 

 

11:12 

I have been assigned to the San Francisco Police Department Special Victims Unit for the last year. 

 

11:17 

I worked in the San Francisco Police Departments, Bayview, Ingleside, Central and Southern Districts as 

a patrol officer prior to my current assignment as a Sergeant at SFP's Special Victims Unit. 

 

11:31 

I investigate crimes pertaining to sexual assaults, domestic violence, child abuse, fraud, among other 

crimes. 

 

11:38 

During the course of my career, I've interviewed thousands of victims, suspects and witnesses. 

 

11:42 

I have also testified pulmonary hearings and jury trials. 

 

11:45 

My training includes the Basic post certification courses while attending San Francisco Police Academy 

and ongoing instruction throughout my career in advanced officer training courses. 

 

11:56 

I've successfully completed the following courses. 



 

11:58 

80 hour Robert Presley Institute for Criminal Investigation Basic Court course. 

 

12:04 

80 hour Police Officer Standards and Training Supervisory course. 

 

12:08 

24 hour Plainclothes and undercover operations course. 

 

12:12 

40 hour ICI Sexual Assault Investigation Courts. 

 

12:17 

40 hour ICI Human Trafficking Investigation course I'm familiar with the business called Richmond 

serenity Spa. 

 

12:25 

The serenity spa is a commercial business occupied on the ground floor of 3446 Balboa St. 

 

12:33 

in San Francisco, CA. 

 

12:35 

I become familiar with Serenity Spa based on the investigation. 

 

12:39 

I have personally conducted the business in conversations with SSB officers who have conducted their 

own investigations. 

 

12:45 

I know that Serenity Spa would be an illegal brothel in a location where illegal prostitution first. 

 

12:52 

This is based on investigation. 

 

12:54 

I've personally conducted conversations with other officers in European parts. 

 

12:59 

Based on my investigation, I believe the Serenity Spa is owned by Jen Wong and Wang Lee. 

 

13:06 

On June 17th, 2025, approximately 1600 hours, I conducted an undercover operation at the Serenity 

Spa. 



 

13:16 

The goal of this operation was to see if there was illegal prostitution taking place and the surrounding 

spa. 

 

13:23 

Wearing a mobile body bug and in possession of $200 in Martin City funds. 

 

13:28 

I was greeted by an Asian female who had quoted me back to a room. 

 

13:32 

I did not see any other people as I walked to the room but was able to hear voices from other rooms. 

 

13:36 

The voices sounded as they were both male and female. 

 

13:41 

The room looked like a typical massage room with a chair and massage table. 

 

13:45 

There was another table in the corner that had a massage oils and a roll of toilet paper on top. 

 

13:51 

Once inside the room a woman asked me how long. 

 

13:54 

I told her I wanted 1/2 hour massage. 

 

13:56 

The female said it would cost $50.00. 

 

13:58 

I gave the woman $100 bill. 

 

14:00 

The woman told me she would give me change. 

 

14:04 

The woman then points to them the table. 

 

14:06 

I asked whether I should take off my clothes. 

 

14:08 

The woman said take off, pointed to a nearby chair next to the room. 



 

14:11 

I undressed, got under the blanket covering the massage table and faced out. 

 

14:16 

The woman returned to the room and put $60.00 on the table and then removed the blanket cover. 

 

14:21 

They then began rubbing my shoulders and legs. 

 

14:24 

She then began rubbing my buttocks and then attempted to rub my perineum area, which I prevented 

by clenching my buttocks. 

 

14:31 

The woman then asked me to turn over, which I did. 

 

14:34 

She then began rubbing my chest and stomach. 

 

14:36 

Eventually she grabbed my penis and asked me once while making an up and down motion with her 

other fist. 

 

14:44 

I interpreted this gesture as an offer for manual stimulation. 

 

14:51 

I asked her how much. 

 

14:52 

She said you tell me and I offered sixty and I offered $60.00. 

 

14:58 

The woman agreed and then to the corner table to get oil. 

 

15:02 

She then grabbed my penis and manually stimulated me with both hands. 

 

15:06 

I determined there was sufficient evidence to possible violation of California Penal Code 647-B. 

 

15:13 

I then told the woman I had to leave. 



 

15:15 

The woman told me to lay back down so that I could finish. 

 

15:20 

I again told her that I had to go and gave the woman $50 and left. 

 

15:24 

Based on my training and experience and the investigation I personally conducted, I believe the 

surrounding spa is the House of Prostitution concerns Penal Code in section 315. 

 

15:35 

I am the sole operative assigned to conduct covert investigations into the lipid activity and massage 

establishments within the City and County of San Francisco. 

 

15:43 

Disclosure of my physical things would render be recognizable to regulated communities, thereby 

compromising the integrity of ongoing future investigations. 

 

15:52 

Even if disclosure were subject to carefully crafted protective order, the risk of harm remains 

substantial. 

 

15:58 

Once my physical appearance is closed, it cannot be undone. 

 

16:01 

Protective orders cannot fully eliminate the risk of inadvertent disclosure or misuse, nor can they 

restore the agency and an integrity once compromised. 

 

16:10 

Because the Family Group Council represents multiple establishments and currently under 

investigation, disclosure of the agent's identity and this proceedings were rightly prepared, 

intentionally or not, with other clients, thereby undermining the City's broader enforcement strategy 

and enabling regulated entities to evade detection. 

 

16:27 

Disclosure of my physical appearance identity would cause serious and lasting harm to the City's 

enforcement efforts. 

 

16:32 

The agent's ability to operate covertly would be irreparably impaired, and the City's capacity to 

enforce San Francisco Health Code Article 29 would PCs persons significantly diminished. 

 

16:45 

I declared T of perjury and the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and this was 

written on November 7th of 2024 for the Health Department. 



 

17:05 

Sergeant Glenn, can you hear me? 

 

17:08 

I'm Paul. 

 

17:10 

I'm Paul Horton. 

 

17:11 

I'm the counsel for the operators. 

 

17:14 

Did you write that declaration with the assistance of the city attorney's office? 

 

17:18 

Yes. 

 

17:19 

OK. 

 

17:21 

Now you understand that if you have corrected the address, is that correct? 

 

17:24 

I've corrected the address and I have some additional training since it was offered. 

 

17:29 

I added the additional training to Section 4. 

 

17:32 

OK, what is a, what is a by walk operation? 

 

17:38 

What is a by walk operation? 

 

17:39 

Is that question? 

 

17:40 

Yes, Sir. 

 

17:41 

It is when we go to an establishment and an effort to determine if prostitution is taking place within 

the establishment. 



 

17:50 

The idea behind that is that we do not do enforcement actions. 

 

17:54 

There is a signal given to the other officers that are outside and they are supposed to contact me via 

telephone to help me get out of there and come up with an excuse to leave. 

 

18:06 

I noticed in the in the incident report, you, you used that signal, you signaled your, your part of your 

team. 

 

18:18 

You put that in the incident report and but in your declaration you did not mention that. 

 

18:22 

Was there some reason for that? 

 

18:26 

I had the city attorney help me edit it and he removed it. 

 

18:29 

So I don't know why he removed it. 

 

18:32 

All right, I noticed that in the declaration that you mentioned that you worked for Ukiah Police 

Department, but your testimony today you did not mention that some reason for that I mentioned 

you got Police Department. 

 

18:53 

I read it right out of the exploration. 

 

18:57 

I beg to differ that the record will stay won't reflect that now. 

 

19:04 

Did you get a receipt when you gave the woman 5050 dollars? 

 

19:11 

I hear your question. 

 

19:12 

Can you repeat it please? 

 

19:13 

Did you get a receipt for your $50.00? 



 

19:16 

I did. 

 

19:19 

You mentioned that you went in there and the voices were audible. 

 

19:22 

Is that correct? 

 

19:23 

From the other room, there was a man, a woman, who said that is correct, and you could clearly hear 

their voices. 

 

19:33 

Can you say that again? 

 

19:34 

You could clearly hear their voices. 

 

19:38 

I could faintly hear their voices, but I could hear their voices, yes. 

 

19:43 

Now, in your instant report, you mentioned that you had an audio recording. 

 

19:50 

There is an audio recording, yes. 

 

19:52 

And you mentioned you had photographs as well. 

 

19:57 

Photographs of the money, yes. 

 

19:59 

Now, the operators have asked three times for those recordings and photographs, once directly from 

PD and twice from the health department. 

 

20:09 

They've never, never received them. 

 

20:12 

Did you know that I'm not in charge of discovery, Sir? 



 

20:17 

It's a yes or no. 

 

20:23 

What is the question that did you know that you don't know? 

 

20:28 

I did not know. 

 

20:28 

OK. 

 

20:29 

That's all I have to say. 

 

20:30 

I don't know. 

 

20:31 

OK. 

 

20:35 

Have you ever made an arrest for prostitution? 

 

20:39 

Yes. 

 

20:41 

Why didn't you make an arrest in this case? 

 

20:43 

This actually happened because that was not the operational goals that we set forth that day. 

 

20:50 

Who set the goals? 

 

20:52 

Inspector Flores? 

 

20:55 

What's that? 

 

20:56 

Who set the goal of this operation? 



 

20:59 

I did. 

 

21:01 

You did. 

 

21:04 

Isn't your job to protect public safety among other things? 

 

21:10 

Yes, it's your job. 

 

21:12 

If you've witnessed a crime, it isn't your job to detain the person. 

 

21:17 

At least identify who they are. 

 

21:19 

Thank you. 

 

21:22 

How does it jeopardize A broader investigation? 

 

21:27 

How about wasn't your job at least identify other people who were in the room and could have asked 

who those people were? 

 

21:32 

Or if you were overheard speaking, that would have jeopardized the investigation. 

 

21:38 

So we did not do that. 

 

21:40 

How about public health concerns? 

 

21:42 

Wouldn't it have been wise if alerted the operators? 

 

21:45 

Hey, look, you've got a rogue masseuse in your place. 

 

21:47 

You better just do something about it. 



 

21:49 

You're jeopardizing public health. 

 

21:52 

Wouldn't it have been a good idea? 

 

21:56 

I don't agree with that statement. 

 

21:57 

Now, you don't agree with that statement. 

 

22:00 

OK. 

 

22:02 

Isn't it true the District Attorney has never pursued criminal charges in this matter? 

 

22:08 

The best case number, 250337568, did you not receive criminal complaint from us? 

 

22:14 

That is correct. 

 

22:16 

Thank you. 

 

22:17 

All right, so this date, you don't know who that person was that correct that you encountered? 

 

22:30 

I'm sorry, you don't. 

 

22:32 

To this date, you do not know who that person was who you encountered on June 17th at 3446 

Balboa St. 

 

22:42 

That that is correct. 

 

22:55 

What is a mobile body bug? 

 

22:58 

What is a mobile body bug? 



 

23:00 

I'm going to exercise 1040 of the evidence code and not disclose that to you because they would 

jeopardize further investigations. 

 

23:06 

You can't describe what a mobile body bug is. 

 

23:12 

I just answered your question, Sir. 

 

23:15 

OK, You're not going to tell me. 

 

23:17 

All right, One moment. 

 

23:27 

Yes. 

 

23:37 

I want to ask you something else. 

 

23:43 

Have you ever been listed on the Ukiah Police Department's Brady list? 

 

23:49 

Not to my knowledge. 

 

23:50 

Yeah. 

 

23:51 

Also known as a Gigio list. 

 

23:55 

Known as a what? 

 

23:56 

Giglio. 

 

23:56 

Giglio list? 

 

24:00 

Not to my knowledge. 



 

24:01 

You don't know anything about that, then, correct? 

 

24:09 

That's correct. 

 

24:12 

All right. 

 

24:12 

I see something else. 

 

24:14 

You'd be able to die. 

 

24:14 

I don't know. 

 

24:16 

Were you one of the four officers who arrested a burglary suspect? 

 

24:20 

Excuse me? 

 

24:20 

A kidnapping suspect and allowed him into the jailhouse with a loaded weapon? 

 

24:26 

It was not. 

 

24:29 

Now, it was a supervisor. 

 

24:31 

That incident, though, one more question. 

 

24:41 

For cross examining and presented my case. 

 

24:49 

If you're just asking questions, do you have anything additional that you want to add about your case 

just cross examining their witness presented by case yet you had some events to do that. 

 

25:01 

Oh, I have not cross examining you got and if the hearing officer. 



 

25:14 

Got to give her a fair hearing. 

 

25:16 

Well, this is a fair hearing. 

 

25:18 

Well, we are giving you a fair hearing in your opinion. 

 

25:26 

So I'm saying that we're question aspect of this, but I am going to allow you some time to prevent 

your case. 

 

25:33 

I'm going to give you 3 additional minutes to do that. 

 

25:36 

Thank you. 

 

25:37 

One last question of the of the in deputy. 

 

25:40 

No, it's time to move on. 

 

25:45 

So I can't ask him about his four day suspension Relevant. 

 

25:49 

It's relevant as to carelessness. 

 

25:52 

OK. 

 

25:54 

And I want to bring on my expert witness, Lieutenant Greg Pillowy. 

 

26:02 

Oh, no, I'm sorry. 

 

26:03 

I could absolutely cannot testify. 

 

26:07 

I think you can wish to testify. 



 

26:09 

You said three more seconds. 

 

26:10 

No, but this is, you can see your case not bringing a witness. 

 

26:14 

Oh, come on. 

 

26:15 

No, I I think we have said the very beginning. 

 

26:18 

Oh, you did not. 

 

26:19 

We did. 

 

26:20 

She asked and I said that I will not allow him to testify. 

 

26:23 

You can't do this. 

 

26:25 

You may think you can do this, but it's extremely arbitrary. 

 

26:28 

Gracious you have some of these women have their credits. 

 

26:31 

So this is a very hearing. 

 

26:32 

Just give me 3 minutes. 

 

26:34 

My 3 minutes is to ask this gentleman give this opinion. 

 

26:37 

He's an expert of witness opinion. 

 

26:40 

So I and I also said before that I'm not going to allow that in the very beginning. 



 

26:45 

So do you even hear that? 

 

26:46 

Do you have any additional information for that? 

 

26:51 

How about a 5 minute break and I'll give my 3 minute summation. 

 

26:55 

Would that be OK? 

 

26:59 

Yes please. 

 

27:01 

My audio is today. 

 

27:02 

I can't hear anything from anybody. 

 

27:03 

Sorry, I'm interrupting. 

 

29:59 

3 minutes left. 

 

29:59 

I'd like to have my client stay so after I asked one question of Miss Vega. 

 

30:12 

So first I want your clients to present to receive your statement and then the rebuttal will allow you to 

ask questions. 

 

30:20 

Sorry. 

 

30:22 

I will allow you to ask questions after your client has seen your statement. 

 

30:28 

Thank your statement. 

 

30:29 

I tried English SO in the past six months and there are hundreds of ladies women no make them 



comment on our website, so most they give us the e-mail and phone numbers, many become 

regulars. 

 

31:03 

So since May all of our review our Google and our five stars. 

 

31:13 

Why? 

 

31:15 

Because the one reason they feel here and comfortable, they told told me that the spark feels is 

different than the from the other spark. 

 

31:31 

If you fix our spark, you will see the curtain wide open is very clean and there is a sitting area 

comfortable area in next window to our employee network. 

 

31:53 

Wear sexy clothes, so I use my real name as my client. 

 

32:02 

There are pictures of me and my partner and show the website. 

 

32:10 

I think better spot never do that. 

 

32:13 

So we put in there more than 70 sourcing on the modeling and also 50 more than 50 sourcing for the 

marketing. 

 

32:34 

We choose the hard path but it's our dream to have a spa that gives the lady couples and a good man 

affordable luxury. 

 

32:53 

We try to keep a wee bad man like Decoy. 

 

32:59 

They think all the Asian mushrooms are class to schools. 

 

33:11 

Firm publishing also start from the Police Department. 

 

33:17 

Has made me feel really really tired and almost give up. 



 

33:26 

I have a serious housing problem and not much money. 

 

33:33 

Now you know I'm their owner then I believe we know any landlord want to illegal business on their 

property. 

 

33:48 

That's really stupid I'm sorry. 

 

33:51 

I hope you. 

 

34:03 

I hope you last continue to take care of good people who love our star. 

 

34:09 

Thank you very much. 

 

34:15 

Thank you. 

 

34:23 

She has time. 

 

34:25 

Sure. 

 

34:25 

Go for it. 

 

34:31 

Go ahead. 

 

34:31 

Later. 

 

34:31 

OK. 

 

34:33 

Gary. 

 

34:33 

Gary. 



 

34:33 

Officer. 

 

34:34 

So I'm. 

 

34:35 

I'm here Doctor about you know our we hired all the employee and mostly around you know, 60 years 

old and no criminal record and all were certified by CMTC. 

 

34:49 

And then we always tell them do not do anything against the law. 

 

34:53 

Also, you know, we spend a lot of money, you know, and build nice website and Google ads ads on 

the Google to get more women and a couple massage and facial customer. 

 

35:06 

So then DPH charge us with, you know, prostitution only based on an untrue writing report from 

policeman and want to revoke our business permit and our personal license. 

 

35:20 

So I think that's ridiculous and also it's unbiased because we didn't do anything against the law, you 

know. 

 

35:29 

Also, you know, the, the money from the business is only our income now. 

 

35:34 

So you know, also now you, you try to revoke our licenses so you know, if without a permit and CMTC 

license, you know and make us cannot make a living. 

 

35:50 

So we are in nursing and don't deserve this visible punishment. 

 

35:58 

So this is everyone. 

 

36:03 

Thank you. 

 

36:06 

Wanted to say after there's David you can ask a question. 

 

36:13 

Thank you. 



 

36:14 

Begum, you said a concerned member community called you on December 6th, 2024. 

 

36:23 

Who you described as the complainant was that person in fact the upstairs neighbor of Richland 

Serenity Spa located at 3448. 

 

36:40 

The complainant would like to remain anonymous that far as that information provided today. 

 

36:45 

Fair enough, got my answer thank you. 

 

36:48 

I would love the department to to so I I do understand that based on the declaration provided by 

owner James Wang that it appears that she's stating that they're targeting couples and women, which 

is 50% of their patrons. 

 

37:15 

Yet for some reason 50% of them are men alone. 

 

37:22 

I questioned as to how these men even find out about this location. 

 

37:26 

Less than 10% of the Google generated reservations are men, yet 50% of your clientele are are men. 

 

37:34 

So where are where are these men making their their looking their services? 

 

37:44 

I would also like to question that there are rumors that there's escorts, that this, this is not a rogue 

agent, an individual that's conducting these services when in fact we believe that it is the practitioners, 

the establishment itself doing servicing these types of good acts. 

 

38:07 

During my rebuttal, I would like to at this time like to direct examine Sergeant Glenn, if that is OK. 

 

38:17 

OK, so Sergeant Glenn, can you tell us what initiated your investigation with Richmond Serenity Spa? 

 

38:33 

I'm sorry, can you hear me? 

 

38:35 

Yes, sorry. 



 

38:37 

We we received a complaint from the Department of Public Health as well as from the citizens. 

 

38:43 

OK. 

 

38:44 

At this time, although your incident report declares in states 3448 Elbow St., you entered Richmond 

Serenity Spa front entrance depicted on exhibit. 

 

39:00 

Let's see Exhibit A page 12, is that correct? 

 

39:10 

Exhibit A page 12, which is the Google, the Google image of what we had provided you the other day. 

 

39:17 

Yes, that is correct. 

 

39:20 

So have you ever received any personal massages before outside of that location? 

 

39:27 

Yes. 

 

39:27 

I How many can you say you've gotten during your personal time? 

 

39:32 

How many personal massages have you gotten during your personal time? 

 

39:35 

I don't have a picture all the way around. 

 

39:37 

The dozen. 

 

39:40 

Are you familiar with the common protocols and preparing for professional massage? 

 

39:45 

Yes. 

 

39:46 

And in your personal experience of getting a professional massage, is it common as a customer to 



remove all clothing, including your undergarments before laying on a massage table underneath the 

feet? 

 

39:56 

Yes. 

 

39:57 

And is it common for a practitioner to completely remove the towel covering or sheet on the private 

parts during a professional massage? 

 

40:06 

I'd like to request an extension. 

 

40:09 

Go ahead. 

 

40:11 

No. 

 

40:12 

OK. 

 

40:14 

I'd like to point out here Officer Thompson that regardless if he had no undergarments or not, or had 

undergarments, his towel sheet should not have been removed from that decoy exposing his 

buttocks. 

 

40:27 

This is a clear violation of San Francisco Health Book Article 2917 and is considered a lewd conduct for 

the mere fact that the practitioner displayed and exposed the decoys buttocks. 

 

40:38 

Now, going back to your testimony, you you're testifying under penalty of perjury that you lay face 

down on the massage table fully naked underneath the sheet, which the practitioner then completely 

removed, exposing your entire backside as you lay face down on the table. 

 

40:53 

Is that correct? 

 

40:55 

That is correct. 

 

40:56 

Did you ask her to remove the cover or expose your buttocks? 

 

41:00 

I did not. 



 

41:01 

Furthermore, did you ask her to massage your buttocks and fondle with your perineum or attempted 

to fondle with your perineum? 

 

41:08 

No Based on your professional experience, did a lewd act occur at this point? 

 

41:15 

Yes. 

 

41:17 

What's the reason why you continue to do your undercover operation at this point? 

 

41:22 

The undercover operation was in regards to prostitution and the massage parlor, so why did you 

continue on? 

 

41:30 

So you thought the lewd conduct? 

 

41:32 

Why did you continue on? 

 

41:34 

Lewd conduct and prostitution are two separate In what kind of sections Were you trying to obtain 

solicitation at that point? 

 

41:41 

Correct? 

 

41:43 

OK, I'd like to also revisit the services given to you once you were asked to turn over on the massage 

table fixing up. 

 

41:50 

Can you confirm once again Underoath that your genitals were exposed during this time? 

 

41:56 

They were. 

 

41:57 

And during this time, while grabbing your genitals, she solicited A lewd service on your genitals for 

$60.00. 

 

42:04 

Is that correct? 



 

42:06 

That is correct. 

 

42:07 

In your testimony, you state that manual stimulated you with both hands. 

 

42:11 

Can you briefly explain to us exactly what you mean by manuals manually stimulating you with both 

hands? 

 

42:19 

One hand grasps my testicles, the other hand grasps my penis and strokes in an up and down motion. 

 

42:24 

So basically, she clearly was ************ you at this point. 

 

42:29 

Yes, I had already given the. 

 

42:30 

I'm sorry. 

 

42:33 

OK, Yes, OK, great. 

 

42:34 

So at this point you were attempting to stop the service and told her that you had to leave, correct? 

 

42:40 

Yes. 

 

42:41 

Once the sorry why? 

 

42:44 

Why did you why did you stop the decoy operation here at this point and not earlier on? 

 

42:50 

We were attempting to get the solicitation for prostitution. 

 

42:54 

Once the solicitation was done, I gave the signal to my undercover officer to call the form and once 

they called the phone, I was able to get away from her in regards to that. 



 

43:07 

OK, thank you. 

 

43:09 

Sergeant Glenn, I have no further questions. 

 

43:13 

Follow up, please. 

 

43:14 

eBay. 

 

43:16 

Sergeant Glenn, this is Paul Archer again. 

 

43:19 

You know the law about 6647-B pretty well, don't you? 

 

43:22 

One more time, talk about 647-B prostitution. 

 

43:30 

Isn't it true that when you agreed to $60.00 fee, that's when the that's when the crime of prostitution 

was complete, Isn't that true? 

 

43:40 

That is true. 

 

43:41 

There was no need to go any further. 

 

43:43 

Isn't that true? 

 

43:46 

There was no attempt to go any further. 

 

43:48 

Oh no, you went further. 

 

43:51 

You had this moment stroke you and I assume was an erect penis, is that correct? 

 

43:57 

That is incorrect. 



 

43:59 

No, you went further. 

 

44:01 

We're reading your. 

 

44:02 

It is what it is. 

 

44:02 

We're reading your it's a report. 

 

44:05 

Well, you said I had a direct peanut. 

 

44:07 

That's incorrect. 

 

44:08 

Secondly, we had a given to kill sign already. 

 

44:10 

So that is I was waiting for the phone call to come in. 

 

44:14 

So no, it was not. 

 

44:16 

It's my one million daughter would say it is what it is. 

 

44:18 

We're reading your we're reading your incident report. 

 

44:22 

I offered her $60.00 and she said yes. 

 

44:26 

That's when you established prostitution. 

 

44:28 

Isn't that correct, Sir? 

 

44:30 

You're talking over me while I'm answering your questions. 



 

44:33 

You're not answering my question. 

 

44:34 

You're trying to dodge it. 

 

44:35 

Please answer the question for the hearing officer. 

 

44:40 

Your turn. 

 

44:41 

Officer I What is the question? 

 

44:45 

I'll say it again. 

 

44:48 

When you agreed to the $60.00 at that time, was not the crime of prostitution established? 

 

44:59 

That is the current prostitution, Yes. 

 

45:02 

Thank you. 

 

45:05 

Did she take your underwear off? 

 

45:10 

No, you took your underwear off. 

 

45:12 

That was your decision, is that correct? 

 

45:16 

Yes. 

 

45:17 

When I entered the room, I asked, so I take my clothes off and she said yes, President. 

 

45:20 

And when you took the shirt, it was your decision, was it not? 



 

45:28 

Yes. 

 

45:30 

Thank you. 

 

45:41 

I think. 

 

45:42 

Thank you. 

 

45:45 

See your address in from your case. 

 

45:48 

Well, yes, OK, thank you. 

 

45:53 

Thanks for extra time. 

 

45:54 

Anything else from the page? 

 

45:59 

I'd like to provide a closing remark, please. 

 

46:02 

Thank you, young Officer Lawrence for your time and attention to this matter today. 

 

46:07 

The evidence and testimony presented today you've no doubt that serious violations of Article 29 of 

the San Francisco Health Code occurred at Richard Serenity Spa, located at 3446 Bubble History. 

 

46:18 

A practitioner, an employee of the establishment, engaged in a lewd conduct and solicited sexual 

services in an in exchange for compensation actions that are inequivocally permitted under the law. 

 

46:30 

Specifically, the practitioner exposed the buttocks, the genitals of the decoy, and proceeded to fondle 

those areas while explicitly agreeing to the performer Lewd Act for $60.00. 

 

46:40 

This conduct is not only unlawful, it is a direct threat to public health, safety, and the integrity of 

licensed massage establishments here in San Francisco. 



 

46:50 

I want to make it absolutely clear that the Department's recommendation is based solely on the 

violations that occurred at this specific location. 

 

46:57 

AT3446 by lowest St. 

 

46:59 

under permit number ME120465. 

 

47:03 

Any prior history of any other locations in this decision, nor any clerical error on a piece of paper or 

any issues of public records or any declaration from a former PD officer who is attempting to discredit 

my witness with alleged knowledge of how we run our operation here in this department should have 

no no bearing in this matter. 

 

47:26 

All this is irrelevant information and should bear no way to the matter of fact that the massage 

practitioner from this facility, who is permitted by the health department who we educated ourselves 

during the issuance of this permit about the practitioner conduct, did in fact engage in the lewd act, 

solicited and solicited A lewd act on June 17th, 2025 at Richmond Serenity Swap. 

 

47:52 

Given the laws that the the law does not give leeway to such egregious violations is the department's, 

the department provided the evidence supporting it and we respectfully urge you to uphold the 

department's recommendation. 

 

48:09 

Thank you. 

 

48:10 

Last word. 

 

48:11 

Yes, thank you. 

 

48:14 

The best evidence what happened would be the photographs and the audio recording. 

 

48:21 

For reasons unknown, Police Department and Health department have refused. 

 

48:29 

Turn US, turn them over to us. 



 

48:31 

We have repeatedly requested them, and you'll see that in our exhibits. 

 

48:38 

Let's see they update exactly which exhibits number Exhibits number G8. 

 

48:50 

I are the operators. 

 

48:54 

We believe that the audio recording would tell a different story. 

 

48:58 

This is why they have not been released to us. 

 

49:00 

We believe the audio recordings would be exculpatory and clear would definitely clear the air the 

situation. 

 

49:08 

This is why they don't release them. 

 

49:11 

This is now you have to look at things that they don't want to talk about. 

 

49:19 

They I don't know what they're complaining about here. 

 

49:21 

What you just said. 

 

49:23 

They in several times, if you've noticed in the their pleadings, recent pleadings, they dropped pick me 

personally saying I would do something like expose this decoy's identity, his facial recognition or 

whatever to other people. 

 

49:38 

We never did that. 

 

49:39 

I do and I take personal exception very angry about that. 

 

49:43 

Let's get on prepared about me. 



 

49:44 

Let's talk about these two ladies. 

 

49:47 

What's going on here? 

 

49:49 

This you've got to remember, the decoy did not identify the West's. 

 

49:53 

He did not question them in this masseuse, but the masseuse, he did not detain the masseuse. 

 

49:59 

He did not arrest the masseuse. 

 

50:01 

There were other people there he should have identified. 

 

50:03 

He didn't do it. 

 

50:05 

He did not alert the operators. 

 

50:07 

They you've got, you've got a problem here. 

 

50:09 

You've got a wrong masseuse and and SFPD did not alert the operators. 

 

50:15 

No one did. 

 

50:16 

DPS did not alert them. 

 

50:18 

No one gave it. 

 

50:20 

They cared about public health or public safety. 

 

50:23 

They went on for a month before these these two ladies found out the hard way whose Nov had 

noticed a violation and the secretary never pursued criminal charges. 



 

50:34 

This man, this is a this is like a big doughnut. 

 

50:37 

It's the Bible of a doughnut. 

 

50:39 

There's nothing in there. 

 

50:40 

So it looks like to us, it looks like it's everything. 

 

50:44 

Nothing to do with public safety and public health, everything to do with ambition and money. 

 

50:51 

They pointed out in the declaration this officer Glenn makes more money on overtime and he does 

under standard pay. 

 

51:00 

I believe he makes like 139,000 standard pay, 140,000 overtime. 

 

51:06 

They start these depot operations always at 4:00 PM, just when overtime kicks in. 

 

51:12 

I don't think they've got an axe to grind against these two ladies, but I think it's just all about the 

money and it should be. 

 

51:18 

It should get their priorities reoriented, reject public safety, protect public health. 

 

51:24 

So this meanness to think which we worry about is racially attached. 

 

51:30 

Thank you. 

 

51:33 

Thank you to the worries. 

 

51:35 

That's a moment. 



 

51:36 

Conclude the sentences of the department Public Accounts Director King. 

 

51:43 

Today's development is Thursday, November 20, and the time is 157. 

 

51:48 

Thank you. 
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INTRODUCTION 

On June 17, 2025, as part of a coordinated undercover enforcement operation, a San Francisco 

Police sergeant went to the Richmond Serenity Spa, where a masseuse touched his perineum and penis 

and offered to provide manual sexual stimulation (a “hand job”) in exchange for $60.00. Following a 

robust evidentiary hearing, a Department of Public Health (“DPH”) hearing officer issued a Director’s 

Order finding that Appellants Jing Huang and Liyan Wang, the Richmond Serenity Spa’s massage 

permit holders, violated the San Francisco Health Code when their masseuse sexually solicited and 

engaged in lewd conduct with the San Francisco police sergeant. The Order revoked Appellants’ 

Massage Establishment permit, prohibited Appellants from obtaining a permit for five years, and 
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ordered Appellants to pay $7,500 in administrative penalties. Appellants appeal the Director’s Order 

and claim a due process violation that deprived them of a fair hearing. This claim is meritless, and the 

Order should be upheld.  

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

On July 16, 2025, DPH issued Appellants a Notice of Violation /Inspection Report (“NOV” or 

“Inspection Report”) based on a June 17, 2025, San Francisco Police Department (“SFPD”) Incident 

Report. (Declaration of Jennifer Callewaert (“Callewaert Decl.”) Ex. 1 [Environmental Health Basis 

for Proposed Enforcement Action Summary] at Ex. C, pp. 17-20.) The SFPD Incident Report 

indicated that Sergeant Robert Glenn went to Richmond Serenity Spa located at 3446 Balboa Street in 

San Francisco as the decoy officer in an undercover operation. While there, a masseuse touched 

Sergeant Glenn’s perineum and penis and offered to provide manual sexual stimulation (a “hand job”) 

in exchange for $60.00. (Appellants’ Ex. 4; Callewaert Decl. Ex. 1 at Ex. R, pp. 71-74.) The DPH 

NOV informed Appellants this conduct violated San Francisco Health Code sections 29.17(b) and 

29.31(f) prohibiting lewd conduct at massage establishments. Richmond Serenity Spa is a permitted 

massage establishment run by Appellants. (Callewaert Decl. Ex. 1 at Ex. A, p. 11.) 

On July 21, 2025, DPH issued a Notice of Determination to Appellants based on the violations 

described in the NOV. (Callewaert Decl. Ex. 1 at Ex. D, pp. 21-22.) The Notice of Determination 

included a form to request a Director’s Hearing and explained the rules governing the hearing. (Id. at 

23-26.) This information was hand-delivered and mailed to Appellants. (Callewaert Decl. Ex. 1 at Ex. 

E, p. 30.) Appellants requested a Director’s Hearing. (Callewaert Decl. Ex. 1 at Ex. F, p. 33.) DPH 

then amended the Notice of Determination several times due to administrative errors. (Callewaert 

Decl. Ex. 2; Callewaert Decl. Ex. 1 at Exs. H, I, and N.) Ultimately the October 14, 2025 Notice of 

Determination became the operative Notice. (Callewaert Decl. Ex. 1 at Ex. N, pp. 60-61.) The 

Director’s Hearing was thus delayed to November 20, 2025. (Callewaert Decl. Ex. 1 at Ex. L, p. 55.) 

Pursuant to the Director’s Hearing Procedure Rules, on November 12, 2025, the parties submitted 

written submittals to assigned Hearing Officer Traci Lawrence from the San Francisco Department of 

Public Works five business days before the hearing. (Appellants’ Ex. 11.)  
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The Director’s Hearing took place on November 20, 2025. Hearing Officer Lawrence started 

the hearing by reiterating that each side would have seven minutes to present their case and three 

minutes per side for rebuttal. (Appellants’ Exs. 9 and 13 at minute 1:20-1:51.) She explained that the 

rules of evidence did not apply. (Id. at minute 2.) Sergeant Glenn’s identity was disclosed, and he 

testified and was cross-examined by Appellants’ counsel. (Appellants’ Exs. 9 and 13; Callewaert Decl. 

Ex. 1 at Ex. R, pp. 71-74.) Hearing Officer Lawrence did not allow testimony from Appellant’s 

proffered expert Raymond Kilroy, a retired police officer. (Appellants’ Exs. 9 and 13 at minute 5:51-

6:14 and 25:54-26:40; Appellants’ Ex. 10 ¶ 2.) Appellants had previously submitted Kilroy’s October 

9, 2025 declaration to Hearing Officer Lawrence on November 12, 2025. (Appellants’ Exs. 10 and 

11.)  

On December 19, 2025, Hearing Officer Lawrence issued her Director’s Hearing Order 

upholding DPH’s determination that Appellants had violated San Francisco Health Code sections 

29.17(b) and 29.31(f). (Appellants’ Ex. 1.)  

ARGUMENT  

I. THE BOARD OF APPEALS SHOULD UPHOLD THE DECEMBER 19 DIRECTOR’S 
HEARING ORDER. 

San Francisco Health Code section 29.17(b) prohibits lewd conduct and prostitution by 

massage practitioners, including fondling the anus or genitals of another human. Appellants are 

responsible for their masseuse’s lewd conduct and sexual solicitation of Sergeant Glenn. “Massage 

Establishments shall be responsible for the conduct of all individuals providing Massage for 

Compensation on their business premises and shall ensure that such individuals do not… engage in 

lewd conduct as set forth in Section 29.17.” (Health Code § 29.31(f).) Appellants hold the permit for 

the massage establishment and are responsible for the behavior of their employees. (Callewaert Decl. 

Ex. 1 at Ex. A, p. 11.) Such regulation exists to protect the health and safety of the community and to 

protect victims of the sex trade where human trafficking is often a concern. (S.F. Health Code § 

29.1(e).) The evidence of lewd conduct and solicitation is undisputed. The June 17, 2025 SFPD 

Incident Report and testimony by Sergeant Glenn at the Director’s Hearing establish that a masseuse 

engaged in lewd conduct and solicitation. (Appellants’ Exs. 4, 9, and 13; Callewaert Decl. Ex. 1 at Ex. 
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R, pp. 71-74.) Appellants have provided no evidence to the contrary—Appellants did not introduce the 

testimony of the masseuse to contradict the officer. While they argued that the police were motivated 

by the prospect of overtime pay and that the lewd conduct continued longer than necessary, neither 

argument bears on whether the solicitation and lewd conduct occurred as described.   

It was proper for the Hearing Officer to revoke Appellants’ permit for five years and assess 

$7,500 of administrative penalties. Following a hearing, DPH may revoke a massage establishment 

permit if it finds that the permittee’s employee has violated Article 29 of the Health Code governing 

massage, including through lewd conduct. (S.F. Health Code § 29.33(a)(3).) And, under section 

29.45(a)(12)(B), permit revocation of a massage business for five years is mandatory under section 

27.17(b) when lewd conduct has been proven. DPH can also assess administrative penalties. Section 

29.45(a)(3) provides for a $5,000 penalty for solicitation of lewd conduct and section 29.45(a)(12)(A) 

provides for a $2,500 penalty for anyone engaged in lewd conduct on the premises, both penalties to 

be paid by the massage business permittee.  

II. DUE PROCESS WAS FOLLOWED AT THE DPH DIRECTOR’S HEARING, AND 
THE HEARING DID NOT RESULT IN A MISCARRIAGE OF JUSTICE.  

To set aside the Hearing Officer order on due process grounds, Appellants must prove both 

error and a miscarriage of justice. “No judgment shall be set aside, or new trial granted, in any cause, 

on the ground of misdirection of the jury, or of the improper admission or rejection of evidence, or for 

any error as to any matter of pleading, or for any error as to any matter of procedure, unless, after an 

examination of the entire cause, including the evidence, the court shall be of the opinion that the error 

complained of has resulted in a miscarriage of justice.” (Cal. Const., art. VI, § 13.) To set aside an 

administrative decision based on an evidentiary error, “it must be reasonably probable a more 

favorable result would have been reached absent the error.” (Miller v. Department of Real Estate 

(2022) 84 Cal.App.5th 141, 156.) Even violation of a statutory requirement does not necessitate 

reversal absent a miscarriage of justice. (Leal v. Gourley (2002) 100 Cal.App.4th 963, 968.) 

Appellants make eight claims of error: 1) DPH retaliated against Appellants by increasing the 

penalty to revocation after sending its initial Notice of Determination; 2) DPH did not produce the 

SFPD recording of the incident; 3) Appellants’ expert witness was improperly excluded; 4) there were 
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unlawful ex parte communications between DPH and the Hearing Officer; 5) the Hearing Officer was 

biased; 6) Appellants were given insufficient time to present their case; 7) the recording of the hearing 

was deficient; 8) the Hearing Officer failed to adequately state the reasons for the decision; and 9) the 

police engaged in misconduct. Appellants’ allegations are unfounded. Even if the violations 

complained of were error, it is not reasonably probable that any hearing officer would reach a more 

favorable result because DPH proved that lewd conduct and solicitation had occurred.  

A. The Amended Notice of Determination was not retaliatory and did not impact 
Appellants’ due process rights.  

DPH amended its Notice of Determination several times due to administrative errors that had 

no impact on Appellants’ due process rights. DPH staff increased the penalty to revocation after 

determining that the initial Notice had not sought revocation. (Callewaert Decl. Ex. 2 [9/2/25 emails 

from Phan to Horcher and Vega to Horcher]; S.F. Health Code §§ 29.17, 29.33(a)(3), 29.45(a)(12).) In 

response to the errors, DPH continued the hearing multiple times. DPH gave Appellants their fully 

allotted time to prepare for the hearing. There is no evidence of retaliation. Nor can Appellants show 

that the amendment of the Notice affected their ability to prepare for the hearing.  

B. DPH did not possess or rely upon the undercover recording, and Appellants’ 
apparent failure to request the recording from SFPD is their error.  

DPH did not have the recording of the June 17, 2025 undercover operation or rely on it in the 

hearing. Appellants never requested the recording from SFPD. These facts are fatal to Appellants’ due 

process argument. Prior to the hearing, Appellants sought recordings of the incident from DPH. 

(Appellants’ Ex. 8 requests to DPH dated July 27, 2025 and October 7, 2025.) Appellants concede that 

DPH informed them that it was “not in possession of the photo or video mentioned in the [police] 

incident report.” (Appellants’ Ex. 2 at A.) While Appellants claim they also asked the San Francisco 

Police Department for the recording of the undercover operation (Appellants’ brief at 4:12-15), the 

only evidence they submitted is an Incident Report Request. (Appellants’ Ex. 8.) Appellants received 

the incident report. (Appellants’ Ex. 4.) A request for an incident report is not a request for an audio 

recording.  
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It is true that an administrative hearing officer may not rely on evidence that was never 

provided to the accused. (Teacher v. California Western School of Law (2022) 77 Cal.App.5th 111, 

137.) However, DPH did not rely on the recording of the undercover operation in prosecuting the case, 

nor did Hearing Officer Lawrence rely on the recording to make her determination. Indeed, the 

Director’s Hearing Order was based on the truth of the findings in the Inspection Report (Appellants’ 

Ex. 1 at p. 1), and the Inspection Report relies on San Francisco Police Department Incident Report 

No. 250337568 (Callewaert Decl. Ex. 1 at Ex. C, pp. 17-18). Appellants cannot prove a due process 

violation when the evidence not produced was not relied upon in any way. 

 Appellants could have obtained the recording from SFPD if they had wanted to use that 

recording at the hearing. Their failure to request the recording from SFPD is their own mistake, not a 

violation of their due process rights.  

C. Appellants’ expert’s testimony was considered and was irrelevant.  

The Hearing Officer received Appellants’ expert’s testimony via declaration, had discretion to 

exclude oral testimony, and it is improbable that a more favorable result would have been reached 

even if the expert gave oral testimony.  

In administrative proceedings, affidavits have the same effect as oral testimony. (Gov. Code, § 

11514(a).) Appellants had already submitted their professed expert Kilroy’s October 9, 2025 

declaration to Hearing Officer Lawrence on November 12, 2025. (Appellants’ Exs. 10 and 11.) 

Appellants do not allege that Kilroy had additional opinions to convey outside of those in his 

declaration (Appellant’s Brief at 7-8). Accordingly, Kilroy’s testimony was not excluded.  

The Hearing Officer properly excluded oral testimony because of its undue consumption of 

time and lack of probative value. “Any relevant evidence shall be admitted if it is the sort of evidence 

on which responsible persons are accustomed to rely in the conduct of serious affairs.” (Gov. Code, § 

11513(c).) But “the presiding officer has discretion to exclude evidence if its probative value is 

substantially outweighed by the probability that its admission will necessitate undue consumption of 

time.” (Gov. Code, § 11513(f).) The instant hearing was running long at the point at which the hearing 

officer excluded Kilroy’s oral testimony. (Appellants’ Exs. 10, 9, 13.) Further, the opinions set forth in 

his declaration, based on his experience with SFPD 25 years ago, did not bear on the factual question 
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of whether Appellants’ masseuse engaged in a lewd act and solicitation. In his declaration, Kilroy 

testified that 4 p.m. undercover operations are performed by police officers to collect overtime pay, 

that it was unusual for an officer to allow a masseuse to touch his genitals, and that it was unusual that 

police did not make arrests. (Appellants’ Ex. 10 ¶¶ 4, 7, 9-11.) Even assuming that these statements 

are true, they pertain to complaints about police procedures for undercover operations, not whether a 

lewd act or solicitation occurred at Richmond Serenity Spa on June 17, 2025. Kilroy goes on to opine 

that massage establishment owners should not be responsible for the acts of their employees and that 

permit revocation should not occur for one incident. (Appellants’ Ex. 10 ¶¶ 13, 14.) However, these 

opinions are both improper legal opinions and contradicted by the relevant statutes. Massage 

establishment owners are responsible for the conduct of individuals providing massage at their 

establishments. (S.F. Health Code § 29.31(f).) Following a hearing, DPH may revoke the permit for a 

massage establishment if one of the employees or independent contractors engages in “any conduct” 

that violates Article 29, including lewd conduct. (S.F. Health Code § 29.33(a)(3).) Permit revocation 

does not require multiple instances of lewd conduct. (S.F. Health Code § 29.45(a)(12).) Clearly, 

Kilroy’s testimony lacked any probative value in a hearing with tight time constraints. 

Even if the Board of Appeals finds that the Hearing Officer should have allowed Kilroy’s oral 

testimony, his opinion is unlikely to have resulted in an order in favor of Appellants. To set aside 

administrative decision based on evidentiary ruling, “it must be reasonably probable a more favorable 

result would have been reached absent the error.” (Miller v. Department of Real Estate (2022) 84 

Cal.App.5th 141, 156.) As discussed above, Kilroy’s opinion is based on (1) a critique of police 

undercover procedure and not whether the lewd act occurred and (2) his thoughts about the correct 

consequences for massage establishment owners that do not comport with the law. These irrelevant 

and inaccurate opinions would not have led to a different decision by the Hearing Officer.  

Of course, the Board of Appeals has discretion to consider oral testimony from Kilroy, so if the 

exclusion of his oral testimony was error, it can be cured.  

D. DPH’s communications with the Hearing Officer were not unlawful. 

DPH prosecutors and Hearing Officer did not have direct communication, and the questions 

asked by Hearing Officer Lawrence before the hearing did not result in a miscarriage of justice. The 
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“combination of investigative, prosecutorial, and adjudicatory functions within a single administrative 

agency does not create an unacceptable risk of bias and thus does not violate the due process rights of 

individuals who are subjected to agency prosecutions.” (Morongo Band of Mission Indians v. State 

Water Resources Control Bd. (2009) 45 Cal.4th 731, 737.) According to the California Supreme 

Court, an agency staff member who is not designated as a prosecutor can both participate in an 

investigation of possible wrongdoing by a licensee and then furnish ex parte advice to the decision-

making body without violating due process. (Today's Fresh Start, Inc. v. Los Angeles County Office of 

Education (2013) 57 Cal.4th 197, 223-224.) 

Here, there was more separation of functions than in Today’s Fresh Start. Traci Lawrence from 

the San Francisco Department of Public Works served as the hearing officer. Michelle Vega and Ivy 

Phan from DPH’s Retail Tobacco, Massage, and Consumer Protection Program served as investigators 

and prosecutors. Eurich Santiago and Douglas Obana from DPH’s Water Quality Program served as 

the liaison for Hearing Officer Lawrence to transmit briefing and information. (Appellants’ Ex. 11.) 

No direct communication occurred between Hearing Officer Lawrence and Vega and Phan. (Id.) This 

contrasts with Nightlife Partners v. City of Beverly Hills, cited by Appellants, where the same person 

prosecuted the case and advised the hearing officer. (Nightlife Partners (2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 81, 

90.) 

While Santiago and Obana were allowed to advise Hearing Officer Lawrence, they didn’t. 

Rather they simply submitted briefing and answered basic factual questions. Santiago and Obana’s 

communications with Hearing Officer Lawrence consisted of the following: On November 12, 2025, 

Santiago sent Lawrence DPH briefing for the case that was also sent to Appellants. (Id.; Appellants’ 

Ex. 13 at p. 2.) Later that morning, Lawrence asked Santiago if the cases were confidential, and 

Santiago responded that hearings are open to the public, but that there may be portions of the hearing 

that are not disclosed to the public such as the physical identity of an undercover police officer. 

(Appellants’ Ex. 11.) That afternoon, Santiago sent Lawrence Appellants’ brief and reminded 

Lawrence to review the DPH brief about whether the undercover police officer could provide virtual 

testimony, an evidentiary issue Appellants were apprised of on November 7. (Id.; Appellants’ Ex. 12 

at p. 2.) On November 13, 2025, Santiago reminded Lawrence that DPH needed a decision on whether 
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the police officer had to physically appear at the hearing; no argument or advice on this request was 

given. (Appellants’ Ex. 11.) Later that day, Lawrence asked Santiago for a copy of Ivy Phan’s August 

12, 2025 email, which Appellants’ counsel had correctly asserted revealed the name of the undercover 

officer in the police report. (Id.) This email was provided by Santiago to Lawrence. (Id.) Lawrence 

then asked Santiago how many undercover officers were on staff during a prior decoy operation at 

Serenity Spa in 2021. (Id.) Santiago requested this information from Vega and provided the 

information to Lawrence that DPH did not know the number of undercover officers but could confirm 

that the undercover officer in the 2025 operation was not the same officer as in the 2021 operation. 

(Id.)  

At no time did Santiago ever copy Vega and Phan on his communications to Lawrence. (Id.) 

At no time did Santiago ever copy Lawrence on his communications with Vega and Phan. (Id.) 

According to the California Supreme Court, Santiago, as a non-prosecutor, could have provided ex 

parte advice to Hearing Officer Lawrence. But, here, he never provided advice. He provided briefing 

from both parties, a reminder to review a request for the virtual appearance of an officer, and answered 

basic factual questions, such as whether the Sergeant Glenn had been the undercover officer in the 

2021 SFPD operation. (Appellants’ Ex. 11.) Appellants cannot prove that these communications were 

improper. Moreover, Appellants cannot prove that absent these communications, the Hearing Officer 

would have decided the case in favor of Appellants. 

E. There is no evidence that the hearing officer was biased. 

Hearing Officer Lawrence was not biased. Unless they have a financial interest in the outcome, 

adjudicators are presumed to be impartial. (Morongo Band of Mission Indians v. State Water 

Resources Control Bd. (2009) 45 Cal.4th 731, 737.) To show nonfinancial bias sufficient to violate 

due process, a party must demonstrate actual bias or circumstances “in which experience teaches that 

the probability of actual bias on the part of the judge or decisionmaker is too high to be 

constitutionally tolerable.” (Id. [internal cites omitted].) Appellants argue that Hearing Officer 

Lawrence was not impartial because she (1) engaged in ex parte communications; (2) scowled at 

Appellants’ counsel and threatened to expel him from the hearing; and (3) refused to rule on 
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Appellant’s evidentiary objections. These arguments are meritless. The ex parte allegation is 

addressed above.  

Hearing Officer Lawrence had to chastise Appellants’ counsel because of his improper 

behavior. Appellants’ counsel interrupted DPH at least three times when DPH was presenting its initial 

case. (Appellants’ Exs 9 and 13 at minute 3:19-4:18, 6:18-6:29, 9:35-10:15.) This followed clear 

instructions before and at the start of the hearing that each side would have seven minutes to present 

its initial case. (Callewaert Decl. Ex. 1 at Ex. D, pp. 25-26; Appellants’ Exs. 9 and 13 at minute 1:34.) 

During the third interruption, Hearing Officer Lawrence had to ask Appellants’ counsel to stop 

interrupting DPH during DPH’s turn or she would ask him to leave. (Appellants’ Exs 9 and 13 at 

minute 9:35-10:15.) Hearing Officer Lawrence did her best to maintain the Director’s Hearing 

procedure despite these interruptions, acts that demonstrate her commitment to impartially following 

the hearing procedure.  

Despite Appellants’ claims to the contrary, Hearing Director Lawrence did consider 

Appellants’ evidentiary objections (Appellants’ Ex. 12) and decided to allow DPH to continue to 

present its evidence. (Appellants’ Exs. 9 and 13 a minute 3:19-4:18.) A director’s hearing is not 

superior court. The rules of evidence don’t apply, and the Hearing Director reminded Appellants of 

this. (Gov. Code, § 11513(c); Callewaert Decl. Ex. 1 at Ex. D, pp. 25-26; Appellants’ Exs. 9 and 13 at 

minute 1:57-2:04.)  Appellants here are essentially arguing that the Hearing Officer showed bias by 

exercising her discretion appropriately.  

F. Appellants were allowed more than their allotted time to present their defense.  

Despite their claims, Appellants were informed in advance of the time limits and procedure for 

presenting their case at the hearing. DPH served the Director Hearing Request Form on Appellants. 

(Callewaert Decl. Ex. 1 at Ex. E, pp. 30-32.) The form specifies the hearing procedures, including 

stating that each side will have seven minutes to present relevant testimony, evidence, and 

recommendations and three minutes for rebuttal. (Callewaert Decl. Ex. 1 at Ex. D, pp. 25-26.) It also 

allows the hearing officer to increase the amount of time given to the parties as circumstances warrant 

and in the interest of fairness. (Id.) This exact procedure was orally repeated by the Hearing Officer at 

the start of the hearing. (Appellants’ Exs. 9 and 13 at minute 1:34.)  
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Hearing Officer Lawrence allowed Appellants far more than seven minutes for their opening 

and three minutes for their rebuttal. The hearing lasted slightly under 52 minutes. (Appellants’ Exs. 13 

and 9.) Of these 52 minutes, Appellants had approximately 24.5 minutes to present their case, 

including cross-examining DPH’s witness, and DPH had approximately 18.25 minutes to present its 

case. (Id.) Appellants can hardly claim unfairness for truncated time when the Hearing Officer granted 

them more than twice their allotted total time and more time than was given to DPH.  

G. The recording of the Director’s Hearing is adequate.  

The recording of the hearing is adequate. In Frase v. Gourley, cited by Appellants as the basis 

to dismiss this matter, the DMV lost entire portions of the transcript of the license suspension hearing, 

including the entire testimony of the petitioner and his expert, and then refused to pay to help 

reconstruct the record. (Frase v. Gourley (2000) 85 Cal.App.4th 762, 763.) No such egregious facts 

exist here. DPH agreed to record the hearing by audio. (Callewaert Decl. Ex. 1 at Ex. D, p. 26.) There 

was no representation or requirement that DPH would capture video of every person speaking. (Id.) A 

municipal health agency is not required to perform as a professional videographer. There was no 

representation that DPH would provide a transcript of the hearing. (Id.) While some words are difficult 

to understand in the hearing video, it is still a comprehensive recording of the hearing as evidenced by 

Appellants’ detailed complaints about testimony and the Hearing Officer’s decisions during the 

hearing. (Appellants’ Ex. 9; Appellants’ Brief.) The difficulty in understanding some words is not the 

same as losing entire portions of the hearing as happened in Frase. At the request of Appellants, DPH 

also provided a transcript of the hearing that admittedly has many transcription errors but also provides 

a helpful guidepost of the timing of testimony in the video. (Appellants’ Ex. 13.) The court in Frase 

stated that the DMV had many choices if it did not maintain an adequate record for judicial review, 

including reconstructing the record or preparing a summary of the facts. (Frase, 85 Cal.App.4th at 

765.) Here, the video recording is for the most part comprehensible, and DPH supplemented the 

recording with a rough transcript. The instant case is not comparable to the issues in Frase.   

H. The Hearing Officer did state the reason for her determination. 

An agency should provide private parties with a written decision stating the reasons for the 

determination and indicating the evidence relied on, although the statement need not amount to a full 
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opinion or even formal findings of fact and conclusions of law. (Goldberg v. Kelly (1970) 397 U.S. 

254, 270.) The Director’s Hearing Order complies with these requirements. It states that the San 

Francisco Health Code violations at issue are “lewd conduct” and “practitioner conduct,” that the 

Hearing Officer considered the “evidence and testimony received at the hearing,” and that “the 

findings stated in the Inspection Report(s) are true.” (Appellants’ Ex. 1 at p. 1.) The DPH Inspection 

Report clearly details the facts relating to lewd conduct by a massage practitioner and solicitation of 

the undercover police officer. (Callewaert Decl. Ex. 1 at Ex. C, pp. 17-20.) The Order then revokes 

Appellants’ massage establishment permit and orders penalties for lewd conduct.  

I. Appellants’ allegations about police conduct are unsupported by facts or law.  

Appellants make sweeping allegations about police misconduct in this case that are 

unsupported by fact or law. Appellants state that they intend to brief this issue in full in the superior 

court, but they do not make such arguments to this Board of Appeals. (Appellants’ Brief at p. 11.) 

Appellants appear to argue that the procedure for police undercover operations should be different, but 

that does not bear on the only relevant issue before this Board, that Appellants’ masseuse engaged in 

lewd conduct and solicitation in violation of the San Francisco Health Code.  

CONCLUSION  

The Board of Appeals should uphold the December 19, 2025 DPH Director’s Hearing Order.  

Dated:  March 18, 2026 
 

DAVID CHIU 
City Attorney 
ANNE PEARSON 
Chief Attorney 
Health Team 
MEGAN RYAN 
Deputy City Attorney 
 
 

By: /s/ Megan Ryan  
MEGAN RYAN 
 
Attorneys for Respondent  
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH   
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DAVID CHIU, State Bar #189542 
City Attorney 
ANNE PEARSON, State Bar #201625 
Chief Attorney 
Health Team 
MEGAN RYAN, State Bar #264922 
Deputy City Attorney 
Fox Plaza 
1390 Market Street, Seventh Floor 
San Francisco, California 94102-5406 
Telephone: (415) 554-3970 
Facsimile: (415) 437-4644 
E-Mail: megan.ryan@sfcityatty.org 
 
Attorneys for Respondent 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH  
 

 
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
JING HUANG and LIYAN WANG, DBA 
RICHMOND SERENITY SPA 
 
 Appellants, 
 
 vs. 
 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH, 
 
 Respondent. 
 

Appeal No. 25-059 
 
DECLARATION OF JENNIFER CALLEWAERT 
IN SUPPORT OF RESPONDENT’S OPPOSITION 
TO APPELLANTS’ BRIEF REQUESTING THAT 
THE BOARD REVERSE DPH’S DECISION TO 
REVOKE THE SPA’S MASSAGE LICENSE AND 
DISMISS THE ACTION WITH PREJUDICE 
 
 

 
 

 

 I, JENNIFER CALLEWAERT, declare as follows: 

1. I am the Acting Director of the Environmental Health Branch of the San Francisco 

Department of Public Health (“DPH”). I make this declaration in support of Respondent’s Opposition 

to Appellants’ request that the Board of Appeals reverse the December 19, 2025 DPH Director’s 

Hearing Order. I attach several records to supplement the evidence submitted by Appellants with their 

brief.  
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2. Attached as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of DPH’s “Environmental Health Basis 

for Proposed Enforcement Action Summary” that was submitted to the DPH Hearing Officer and 

Appellants prior to the November 20, 2025 Director’s Hearing.  

3. Attached as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of emails between Appellants’ counsel 

and DPH staff related to the amendments of the DPH Notice of Determination in this matter.  

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

true and correct.   

 Dated: March 17, 2026 

 

 

     ___________ ________________________________ 

     Jennifer Callewaert  
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RESPONSIBLE PARTY or PERSON IN CONTOL OF PROPERTY/UNIT/BUSINESS

CODE SECTION DESCRIPTION
Administration and Enforcement -

“Compensation” 

“Department” 

“Director” 
  

“Inspector” 

“Massage”

"Massage Establishment"

“Massage Practitioner”

“Owner

CODE VIOLATIONS
CODE SECTION DESCRIPTION VIOLATION 

DATE(S)
Lewd Conduct and Prostitution Prohibited

Practitioner Conduct
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City and County of San Francisco 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

Location Address Block/Lot Facility Name (DBA)

Hearing Date Program Code Case Number

CODE SECTION

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 600, San Francisco CA 94103 

 2  5

3446 Balboa St SF, CA 94121 1578/041 Richmond Serenity Spa 11/13/25

11/20/25 MSG 25-03

2025-07-16

SFHC Sec 29.17(b)
and 29.31(f)

Notice of Violation (NOV) issued to Establishment Owners for
findings per SFPD incident report #250-337-568.

Inspection Report dated
7/16/25
Exhibit C, Page 17-20

2025-07-23

Notice of Determination (NOD), Director's Hearing (DH) Request
Form, and DH Guidelines hand-delivered to and reviewed with
business owner (BO), Li Yan Wang. Documents were also mailed
to BO.

Proof of Service (POS) was completed.

Per USPS, documents were received & signed for on 7/28/2025.

- NOD dated 7/21/25
- DH Request Form
- DH Guidelines
- Site Visit Report dated
7/23/25
Exhibit D, Page 21-29

- POS to BO dated 7/23/25
- Signed Certified Mail Slip &
USPS Tracking
Exhibit E, Page 30-32

2025-08-06

Signed DH Request Form received by DPH via email from BO. Signed DH Request Form
Exhibit F, Page 33
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City and County of San Francisco 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

Location Address Block/Lot Facility Name (DBA)

Hearing Date Program Code Case Number

CODE SECTION

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 600, San Francisco CA 94103 

 3  5

3446 Balboa St SF, CA 94121 1578/041 Richmond Serenity Spa 11/13/25

11/20/25 MSG 25-03

2025-08-20

Emailed out Notice of Hearing (NOH) to BO and counsel.

Mailed out NOH to BO's mailing address via certified mail.

POS were completed.

Per USPS, document was received on 8/22/2025.

- NOH dated 8/20/25
- POS to BO dated 8/20/25
- Certified Mail Slip & USPS
Tracking
Exhibit G, Page 34-37

2025-08-25

SFHC Sec 29.17(b)
and 29.31(f)

Emailed out Amended NOD #1 to BO and counsel.

Mailed out Amended NOD #1 to BO and PO via certified mail.

POS were completed.

Per USPS, document was received on the following dates:
- BO: received & signed 8/27/2025
- PO: received & signed 8/27/2025

In response to amended NOD #1, BO's counsel requested a 
continuance. 

- Amended NOD dated
8/25/25
- POS to BO dated 8/25/25
- Certified Mail Slip & USPS
Tracking
Exhibit H, Page 38-42

- Email correspondence with
BO & counsel dated 8/25/25
Exhibit J, Page 50-51

2025-08-27

SFHC Sec 29.17(b)
and 29.31(f)

Emailed out Amended NOD #2 to BO and counsel.

Mailed out Amended NOD #2 to BO and PO via certified mail.

POS were completed.

Per USPS, document was:
- BO: received & signed 8/29/2025
- PO: unclaimed, returning to sender as of 9/18/2025

SFDPH granted the continuance requested on 8/25/2025.

- Amended NOD dated
8/27/25
- POS to BO dated 8/27/25
- Certified Mail Receipt &
Tracking Slips
Exhibit I, Page 43-47

- Email correspondence with
BO's counsel dated 8/27/25
Exhibit J, Page 49
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City and County of San Francisco 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

Location Address Block/Lot Facility Name (DBA)

Hearing Date Program Code Case Number

CODE SECTION

49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 600, San Francisco CA 94103 

 4  5

3446 Balboa St SF, CA 94121 1578/041 Richmond Serenity Spa 11/13/25

11/20/25 MSG 25-03

2025-09-16

Emailed out NOH to BO and counsel. Counsel confirmed receipt.

Mailed out NOH to BO's mailing address. 

POS was completed.

- Email correspondence with
BO's counsel dated 9/16/25
Exhibit J, Page 48-49

- NOH dated 9/16/25
- POS to BO dated 9/16/25
Exhibit K, Page 53-54

2025-10-14

SFHC Sec 29.17(b)
and 29.31(f)

BO's counsel requested continuance on the grounds of an
administrative oversight. Continuance was requested via email.

SFDPH granted the continuance and provided emailed Amended
NOD #3 to BO and counsel.

Counsel acknowledged receipt and confirmed continuance.

POS was completed.

- Email correspondence with
BO's counsel dated 10/14/25
Exhibit L, Page 56-58

- Courtesy Notice from BO's
counsel dated 10/14/25
Exhibit M, Page 59

- Amended NOD dated
10/14/25
Exhibit N, Page 60-61

- POS to BO dated 10/14/25
Exhibit O, Page 62

2025-10-28

Emailed out NOH to BO and counsel.

Mailed out NOH to BO's mailing address.

POS was completed.

- NOH dated 10/28/25
- POS to BO dated 10/28/25
Exhibit P, Page 63-64

8









12

Exhibit A



13

Exhibit B



14

Exhibit B











19

Exhibit C



20

Exhibit C



City and County of San Francisco Daniel Lurie, Mayor 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH Daniel Tsai, Director of Health 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH Jennifer Callewaert MS, REHS 
Acting Director of Environmental Health 

MASSAGE PROGRAM 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94103 

Phone 415-252-3800 | Fax 415-252-3894 

July 21, 2025 

Liyan Wang & Jing Huang 
3446 Balboa Street 
San Francisco, CA 94121 

RE:  Notice of Determination – Richmond Serenity Spa – 3446 Balboa St, San Francisco 

Dear Liyan Wang & Jing Huang, 

As the owner of Richmond Serenity Spa located at the 3446 Balboa Street in the City and County of San 
Francisco, Massage Health Permit #ME-120465 (“Establishment”), you are hereby notified that the 
Establishment is in violation of the following provision(s) of the San Francisco Health Code (SFHC), Article 29, 
which were observed and documented on a June 17, 2025 San Francisco Police Department (SFPD) Incident 
Report (“Incident Report”) and outlined in the Notice of Violation Inspection Report dated July 16, 2025: 

1. Section 29.17(b) Lewd Conduct and Prostitution Prohibited. Massage Practitioners shall not engage
in lewd conduct or prostitution on business premises, including locations designated by the client
through an Outcall Massage Service. Lewd conduct includes, but is not limited to: the performance of
acts or simulated acts of sexual intercourse, masturbation, bestiality, copulation (oral, anal or vaginal),
or flagellation; the actual or simulated caressing or fondling by one adult human being of the anus or
genitals of another adult human being; the actual or simulated displaying of the pubic hair, anus,
vagina, penis, vulva, buttocks, areola, or any other external genitalia of the human body.

2. Section 29.31(f) Practitioner Conduct. Massage Establishments shall be responsible for the conduct
of all individuals providing Massage for Compensation on their business premises and shall ensure
that such individuals do not wear improper attire or engage in lewd conduct as set forth in
Section 29.17.

Per the Incident Report, an unidentified employee of the Establishment, engaged in a lewd act while 
conducting a massage on an undercover SFPD Officer. Specifically, while the officer was laying nude 
on his back, exposing his genitals fully. The unidentified practitioner solicited sexual services, 
including masturbation of the genitals.  

On July 16, 2025, the San Francisco Department of Public Health-Environmental Health Branch 
(SFDPH) massage team conducted an inspection of the establishment, issuing a Notice of Violation to 
Liyan Wang & Jing Huang for the health code violations above.   

Based on the findings set forth above, the Director HEREBY ORDERS: 

1. That you and your practitioners shall immediately discontinue engaging in lewd conduct at the
Establishment.
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Director’s Determination – Richmond Serenity Spa – 3446 Balboa Street 

2. That you shall pay the administrative penalties of $7,500 for the occurrence of the violation as follows:
SEC. 29.45(a). VIOLATIONS AND ADMINITSRATIVE PENALTIES.

(3) Solicitation of Lewd Conduct or Prostitution in Violation of Section 29.17; Solicitation Citations,
Charges, or Convictions, as defined by California Penal Code, Section 647 (a) or (b) and/or San
Francisco Police Code, Section 225, for Anyone Working at Massage Establishment.

(A) Administrative fine: $5,000 to be paid by Massage Establishment permittee

(12) Anyone Engaged in Lewd Conduct or Performing Sex Acts as Defined in Section 29.17(b) on
Massage Business Premises.
(A) Administrative fine: $2,500 to be paid by Massage Business permittee, and

The Massage Practitioner, Massage Business, owner of real property, and/or any other Person deemed 
responsible for causing the violation(s) has the right to request a hearing by submitting the attached 
Director’s Hearing Request Form within 15 days from the date this Notice was received. If no request for a 
hearing is filed with the Director within the appropriate period, the right to request a hearing shall be 
deemed waived, and the Director’s determination shall become final and effective on the 15th day from the 
date this Notice was received. 

Pursuant to SFHC, Article 29 §29.33(a)(3) The Director may revoke or suspend any Massage Establishment, 
Sole Practitioner Massage Establishment, or Outcall Massage Service permit, after a hearing, if the Director 
finds the permittee or the permittee’s agent, employee, or independent contractor has engaged in any 
conduct in connection with the operation of the business that violates the operating requirements set forth 
in this Article 29, any rules or regulations related to Massage Business operations, or any State or local laws 
relating to the practice of Massage or the operation of a Massage Business 

If you have any question, please contact Environmental Health Inspector Ivy Phan at 415-252-3986 or 
ivy.phan@sfdph.org. 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Callewaert, MS, REHS 
Acting Director of Environmental Health 

Attachment:  
Director’s Hearing Request Form 
Director’s Hearing Guidelines 

Cc:  
Property Owners of 3446 Balboa Street: Jing Huang 
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City and County of San Francisco 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 

 Mayor 
Director of Health

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH , MS REHS
Director of Environmental Health 

, Suite 0, San Francisco, CA
9410  Phone 415-252-3800 | Fax 415-252-3894

SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
DIRECTOR HEARING REQUEST  

Case Number: _______________ Permit to Operate #: ________________ Permit Issued Date: _____________ 

Business Name (DBA): _________________________  Permit Holder/Owner: _______________________________ 

Business Address, Zip Code: ___________________________________________________________________________ 

EH LOC. ID #:__________________ SF Business Account Number:___________________ 

Environmental Health Proposed Enforcement Action: 

I request that the Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Branch schedule and hold a Director’s
Hearing regarding the proposed enforcement action.  I understand that I will be notified in writing of my
scheduled hearing date, time, and location.

OR 

I do not wish to request a Director’s Hearing for the above case and waive my right to a Director’s Hearing.
I understand and accept the Environmental Health Enforcement Action listed in the Notice of Initial
Determination.

I understand that this declaration is subject to review by the Department of Public Health, Environmental Health 
Branch.  I declare under penalty of perjury that I am an authorized representative of this business entity and that 
the information contained herein is true and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Authorized Agent – Print & Signature Date 

DPH Office Use ONLY 

Date received: ___________________ District Health Inspector: __________________________ 
 Print Name 

ME 120465 01/08/2024
RICHMOND SERENITY SPA WANG LI YAN/HUANG JING

3446 BALBOA ST SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121
101533

See attached Notice of Determination.
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City and County of San Francisco
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

1. Hearing Officer. The Director of Health (“Director”) will appoint a hearing officer to preside over hearings.
The hearing officer shall be fair and impartial, without any personal interest in the outcome of the appeal.

2. Regular Hearings. The Director’s Hearings are open to the public and are held as scheduled on the third
sday of each month at 1:00  in 101 Grove Street

Additional hearings may be scheduled on other dates and times to accommodate program needs.

3. Special Hearings. Subject to the provision of appropriate notice, the Director may call a special hearing at any
time.

4. Hearing Cancellation. The Director may cancel any regular or special hearing when notified that there is
insufficient business to be conducted or for other reasons. In case of cancellation, parties and members of
the public will be notified as soon as reasonably possible that the hearing has been cancelled, and a notice of
the cancelled hearing will be posted conspicuously on or near the door of the hearing place prior to the
scheduled time of the hearing.

5. Notice of Hearing. Notification of the hearing date and time shall be made in the manner required by the
applicable Code. Where the Code does not specify a method of providing notice of the hearing, the
Department shall serve a copy of the Notice of Hearing in person, by First Class mail, or by electronic mail, at
least 10 calendar days prior to the date set for the hearing.

6. Date of Hearing. Appeals and other matters to be considered by the Director shall be scheduled for hearing
consistent with the timeline required by the applicable Code. Where the applicable Code does not specify a
date by which a hearing must be scheduled, the Department shall schedule the hearing within 60 days of
receipt of the request for hearing. Announcement at a Director’s Hearing of the time and place to which a
Director’s Hearing is rescheduled or continued shall be deemed sufficient notice and no other notice shall be
required for any such rescheduled or continued hearing.

7. Hearing Continuation. At the Director’s discretion, a scheduled hearing may be continued to the next
available date on request.

8. Order of Agenda. The Hearing Secretary will set the order in which cases will be heard.

, Suite   San Francisco, CA 9410

Phone 415-252-3800, Fax 415-252-3875

Director’s Hearing Procedures

These rules govern the administration of Director’s Hearings held by the Department of Public Health. These 
procedures  
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Oath. At the outset of the hearing, the hearing officer will ask all persons who intend to provide testimony to
swear or affirm that they will tell the truth, under penalty of perjury.

Written submittals. The parties may submit written briefing in advance of the hearing, provided the written
submittals meet the following requirements:

Length  written submittals may be no more than 8 pages, double spaced, and may include an
unlimited number of exhibits.

Exhibits. Exhibits may include photographs, maps, drawings, or any other information that is relevant
to the appeal.

Deadline: Written submittals are optional, but must be delivered no later than f   days
prior to the hearing. For example, if a hearing is scheduled to be held at 1  on a sday, the
written submittal must be delivered by no later than 1  on the  prior to the hearing. A
printed copy of the written submittal must be delivered to

d. Delivery to opposing party

Department of Public Health Environmental Health Branch 
, Suite  

San Francisco  CA 9410  

Where the Department of Public Health has an electronic mail address for the responsible party, it
will send a copy of its written submittals to that party by electronic mail. Where the Department of
Public Health does not have an electronic address for the responsible party, it will make a copy of
its written submittal available for pickup by the appellant at , Suite .
Or, on request, the Department of Public Health may send a copy of its written submittal to the
mail delivery address listed on the appellant’s request for hearing.

11. Order and Time Limits of Presentations. Except when the Hearing Officer finds good cause to order the
presentations  otherwise, the order of presentation of an appeal shall be as follows:

a. In all cases, the Environmental Health manager, inspector or other staff shall speak first and shall be
allowed seven minutes to present a timeline of events, relevant testimony, evidence and a
recommendation.

San Francisco Department of Public Health
Environmental Health Branch25
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b. Next, the applicant or responsible party shall be allowed seven minutes for presentation of relevant
testimony and evidence.

c. Three minutes for rebuttal shall be provided to each party, in this same order.

The Hearing Officer may increase the amount of time given to the parties, as circumstances warrant and 
in the interest of fairness. 

The Hearing Secretary will manage the clock and time allowed for each speaker. A tone will designate the 
end of each allotted speaking period.  

Rules of evidence. Hearings need not be conducted according to the technical rules relating to evidence and
witnesses. Any relevant evidence shall be admitted if it is reasonably reliable. Hearsay evidence is admissible
and may be used for the purpose of supplementing or explaining any direct evidence, but shall not be
sufficient in itself to support a finding unless it would be admissible over objection in civil actions in courts of
competent jurisdiction, or if the party against whom it is offered does not object. Irrelevant and unduly
repetitious evidence may be excluded.

Witnesses. Each party may call and examine witnesses on any matter relevant to the issues of the hearing.
The hearing officer may consider the credibility of witnesses.

Language interpretation services. If interpretive services are required they must be requested
days prior to the scheduled hearing. For example, for a hearing at 1  on a , request for
interpreter must be made by 1  on the previous . Appellants may request translation services by
contacting Hearing Secretary @sfdph.org .

Hearing decision. The Director will render a final decision within 30 days of the hearing unless the applicable
code imposes or allows a different timeframe. The decision will be in writing and sent to the responsible
party by first class mail or by electronic mail. The decision shall contain findings of fact, and a determination
of the issues presented.

Audio Recording. The Hearing Secretary will record the audio  of the hearing and this recording is
the administrative record for each hearing.

San Francisco Department of Public Health
Environmental Health Branch26
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City and County of San Francisco Daniel Lurie, Mayor 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH Daniel Tsai, Director of Health 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH Jennifer Callewaert MS, REHS 
Acting Director of Environmental Health

MASSAGE PROGRAM 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94103 

Phone 415-252-3800 | Fax 415-252-3894 

, 2025 

Liyan Wang & Jing Huang 
3446 Balboa Street 
San Francisco, CA 94121 

RE:  Notice of Determination – Richmond Serenity Spa – 3446 Balboa St, San Francisco 

Dear Liyan Wang & Jing Huang, 

As the owner of Richmond Serenity Spa located at the 3446 Balboa Street in the City and County of San 
Francisco, Massage Health Permit #ME-120465 (“Establishment”), you are hereby notified that the 
Establishment is in violation of the following provision(s) of the San Francisco Health Code (SFHC), Article 29, 
which were observed and documented on a June 17, 2025 San Francisco Police Department (SFPD) Incident 
Report (“Incident Report”) and outlined in the Notice of Violation Inspection Report dated July 16, 2025: 

1. Section 29.17(b) Lewd Conduct and Prostitution Prohibited. Massage Practitioners shall not engage
in lewd conduct or prostitution on business premises, including locations designated by the client
through an Outcall Massage Service. Lewd conduct includes, but is not limited to: the performance of
acts or simulated acts of sexual intercourse, masturbation, bestiality, copulation (oral, anal or vaginal), 
or flagellation; the actual or simulated caressing or fondling by one adult human being of the anus or
genitals of another adult human being; the actual or simulated displaying of the pubic hair, anus,
vagina, penis, vulva, buttocks, areola, or any other external genitalia of the human body.

2. Section 29.31(f) Practitioner Conduct. Massage Establishments shall be responsible for the conduct
of all individuals providing Massage for Compensation on their business premises and shall ensure
that such individuals do not wear improper attire or engage in lewd conduct as set forth in
Section 29.17.

Per the Incident Report, an unidentified employee of the Establishment, engaged in a lewd act while 
conducting a massage on an undercover SFPD Officer. Specifically, while the officer was laying nude 
on his back, exposing his genitals fully. The unidentified practitioner solicited sexual services, 
including masturbation of the genitals.  

On July 16, 2025, the San Francisco Department of Public Health-Environmental Health Branch 
(SFDPH) massage team conducted an inspection of the establishment, issuing a Notice of Violation 
to Liyan Wang & Jing Huang for the health code violations above.   
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Director’s Determination – Richmond Serenity Spa – 3446 Balboa Street 

Pursuant to SFHC, Article 29 §29.33(a)(3) The Director may revoke or suspend any Massage 
Establishment, Sole Practitioner Massage Establishment, or Outcall Massage Service permit, after a 
hearing, if the Director finds the permittee or the permittee’s agent, employee, or independent 
contractor has engaged in any conduct in connection with the operation of the business that violates the 
operating requirements set forth in this Article 29, any rules or regulations related to Massage Business 
operations, or any State or local laws relating to the practice of Massage or the operation of a Massage 
Business 

If you have any question, please contact Environmental Health Inspector Ivy Phan at 415-252-3986 or 
ivy.phan@sfdph.org. 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Callewaert, MS, REHS 
Acting Director of Environmental Health 

Cc:  
Property Owners of 3446 Balboa Street: Jing Huang 

That you shall pay the administrative penalt  of $7,500 for the 
occurrence of the violation as follows:
SEC. 29.45(a). VIOLATIONS AND ADMINITSRATIVE PENALTIES.

Solicitation of Lewd Conduct or Prostitution in Violation of Section 29.17; Solicitation Citations,
Charges, or Convictions, as defined by California Penal Code, Section 647 (a) or (b) and/or San
Francisco Police Code, Section 225, for Anyone Working at Massage Establishment.

Administrative fine: $5,000 to be paid by Massage Establishment permittee

Based on the findings set forth above, the Director HEREBY ORDERS: 

1. That you and your practitioners shall immediately discontinue engaging in lewd conduct at the
Establishment.
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City and County of San Francisco Daniel Lurie, Mayor 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH Daniel Tsai, Director of Health 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH Jennifer Callewaert MS, REHS 
Acting Director of Environmental Health

MASSAGE PROGRAM 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94103 

Phone 415-252-3800 | Fax 415-252-3894 

, 2025 

Liyan Wang & Jing Huang 
3446 Balboa Street 
San Francisco, CA 94121 

RE:  Notice of Determination – Richmond Serenity Spa – 3446 Balboa St, San Francisco 

Dear Liyan Wang & Jing Huang, 

As the owner of Richmond Serenity Spa located at the 3446 Balboa Street in the City and County of San 
Francisco, Massage Health Permit #ME-120465 (“Establishment”), you are hereby notified that the 
Establishment is in violation of the following provision(s) of the San Francisco Health Code (SFHC), Article 29, 
which were observed and documented on a June 17, 2025 San Francisco Police Department (SFPD) Incident 
Report (“Incident Report”) and outlined in the Notice of Violation Inspection Report dated July 16, 2025: 

Section 29.17(b) Lewd Conduct and Prostitution Prohibited. Massage Practitioners shall not engage
in lewd conduct or prostitution on business premises, including locations designated by the client
through an Outcall Massage Service. Lewd conduct includes, but is not limited to: the performance of
acts or simulated acts of sexual intercourse, masturbation, bestiality, copulation (oral, anal or vaginal),
or flagellation; the actual or simulated caressing or fondling by one adult human being of the anus or
genitals of another adult human being; the actual or simulated displaying of the pubic hair, anus,
vagina, penis, vulva, buttocks, areola, or any other external genitalia of the human body.

Section 29.31(f) Practitioner Conduct. Massage Establishments shall be responsible for the conduct
of all individuals providing Massage for Compensation on their business premises and shall ensure
that such individuals do not wear improper attire or engage in lewd conduct as set forth in
Section 29.17.
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Director’s Determination – Richmond Serenity Spa – 3446 Balboa Street 

Pursuant to SFHC, Article 29 §29.33(a)(3) The Director may revoke or suspend any Massage 
Establishment, Sole Practitioner Massage Establishment, or Outcall Massage Service permit, after 
a hearing, if the Director finds the permittee or the permittee’s agent, employee, or 
independent contractor has engaged in any conduct in connection with the operation of the business 
that violates the operating requirements set forth in this Article 29, any rules or regulations related to 
Massage Business operations, or any State or local laws relating to the practice of Massage or the 
operation of a Massage Business 

If you have any question, please contact Environmental Health Inspector Ivy Phan at 415-252-3986 or 
ivy.phan@sfdph.org. 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Callewaert, MS, REHS 
Acting Director of Environmental Health 

Cc:  
Property Owners of 3446 Balboa Street: Jing Huang 

Based on the findings set forth above, the Director HEREBY ORDERS: 

That you and your practitioners shall immediately discontinue engaging in lewd conduct at the
Establishment.

That you shall pay the administrative penalt  of $7,500 for the occurrence of the violation as follows:
SEC. 29.45(a). VIOLATIONS AND ADMINITSRATIVE PENALTIES.
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ÖÑÇÉÈÅÍÈÇ×	ÒÌÄÒ	ÒÌÃ	ÃÅÐÒØÌÈÙÃ	ÚÛÜÝÝÜÝÞ	ÌÃÄÅÈÇ×	ÊÄÒÃ	ÄÇÊ	ÒÌÃ	ÚÛÜÚÞÜÝÞ	ÊÑßÓÍÃÇÒ	ÐÓàÍÈÐÐÈÑÇ

ÊÃÄÊÙÈÇÃ	ÄÅÃ	àÑÒÌ	�ÄßÄÒÃÊ	ÄÇÊ	ÒÌÄÒ	ÒÌÃ	Â�	ÖÑÑÅÊÈÇÄÒÑÅ	ÒÃÄÍ	ØÈÙÙ	ÉÑÙÙÑØ	ÓÔ	ÄÇÊ	ßÑÇÉÈÅÍ	ØÈÒÌ	ÍÃ

ØÈÒÌ	Ä	ÇÃØ	ÊÄÒÃ	ÄÇÊ	ÒÈÍÃ	ÉÑÅ	ÒÌÃ	�ÃÄÅÈÇ×Õ		

ËÌÃ	ÒÌÈÅÊ	ËÌÓÅÐÊÄ�	ÑÉ	ÇÃ�Ò	ÍÑÇÒÌ	�ÚÚÜÝÛÜÝÞ�	ÒÃÇÒÄÒÈ�ÃÙ�	ÙÑÑÏÐ	×ÑÑÊÕ

�ÃÐÒ	ØÈÐÌÃÐ�

	ÄÓÙ

	ÄÓÙ	�ÑÅßÌÃÅ�	
ÒÒÑÅÇÃ�	ÉÑÅ	ÆÈÇ×	�ÓÄÇ×	ÄÇÊ	�È�ÄÇ	�ÄÇ×	ÊàÄ	
ÈßÌÍÑÇÊ	�ÃÅÃÇÈÒ�	�ÔÄ�	����	�ÄÙàÑÄ

�ÒÅÃÃÒÕ

�Ç	ËÓÃ�	�ßÒ	Ú��	ÝÛÝÞ	ÄÒ	ÝÎÛÝ		�	ÖÄÙÙÃØÄÃÅÒ�	ÆÃÇÇÈÉÃÅ	�Â	��	�����������������������	
����
	ØÅÑÒÃÎ

�U	VP\	�JPRLFPY

²�FP	MN	PF¥UFOY	UK	G±±FGPH	KLFPF	OGH	GI	GTKJWRJPPFRK	FPPJP	OLFI	RPFG®I©	KLF	HFRJIS	GSMUIUHKPG®¥F
±FIGEKN	HFR®JI	UI	KLF	ºJ®RF	J�	�FKFPMUIG®JI	�º���\	¤K	HLJTES	LG¥F	�FFI	EG�FEFS	GH	����Y	�TK	OGH
MUHKGQFIEN	GTKJWRJPPFRKFS	KJ	���Y	�JEEJOUI©	�¼�\	DEFGHF	HFF	KLF	T±SGKFS	º��Y	OLURL	RJI�PMH	KLGK	IJ
HT�HKGI®¥F	RLGI©FH	LG¥F	�FFI	MGSF�KLF	±FIGEKN	H®EE	PF�FPFIRFH	­FR®JI	��\�Á	�¬FOS	²RK�\

XLGK	HGUSY	�D�	OUEE	�F	G�EF	KJ	PFHRLFSTEF	NJTP	LFGPUI©Y	OLURL	MTHK	KGQF	±EGRF	IJ	EGKFP	KLGI
ºJ¥FM�FP	�½KL\	XLF	��	�JJPSUIGKJP	KFGM	OUEE	�JEEJO	T±	OUKL	G	IFO	SGKF	GIS	®MF\	�FGPUI©H	GPF
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Brief re Richmond Serenity Spa, 3446 Balboa St, San Francisco, CA 94121 
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DAVID CHIU, State Bar #189542 
City Attorney 
ANNE PEARSON, State Bar #201625 
Chief Attorney, Health & Human Services 
BESS IBTISAM HANISH State Bar # 325938 
Deputy City Attorney 
Fox Plaza 
1390 Market Street, 5th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94102-5408 
Telephone: (415) 554-4229 
Facsimile: (415) 554-4214 
E-Mail: bess.hanish@sfcityatty.org

Attorneys 
FOR THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

In the matter of: 
RICHMOND SERENITY SPA. 

ASSERTION OF OFFICIAL INFORMATION 
PRIVILEGE 

The City and County of San Francisco (the City) asserts the official information privilege 

under California Evidence Code § 1040(b)(2) to withhold the physical appearance and identity of the 

undercover agent whose investigation led to the initiation of this enforcement action against Richmond 

Serenity Spa owned by Li Yan Wang and Jing Huang. 

“Official information” refers to information acquired in confidence by a public employee in the 

course of their duties, which has not been publicly disclosed prior to the assertion of privilege.  Cal. 

Evid. Code § 1040(a).  Here, the official information sought to be withheld is the physical appearance 

and identity of the undercover agent who investigated the practices at Richmond Serenity Spa.  The 

agent’s identity has remained confidential, and the City has taken deliberate measures to preserve that 

confidentiality.  See Vera Decl. 

Under California Evidence Code § 1040(b)(2), a public entity may refuse to disclose official 

information when “[d]isclosure of the information is against the public interest because there is a 

necessity for preserving the confidentiality of the information that outweighs the necessity for 
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Brief re Richmond Serenity Spa, 3446 Balboa St, San Francisco, CA 94121 
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disclosure in the interest of justice.”  The privilege applies where the public interest in confidentiality 

clearly outweighs the need for disclosure, even where the information is central to the proceeding.  See 

Ochoa v. Superior Ct., 199 Cal. App. 4th 1274, 1283 (2011). 

Here, the public interest is best served by preserving the anonymity and physical appearance of 

the agent in question.  The agent is the sole operative assigned to conduct undercover investigations 

into illicit activity at massage establishments within the City and County of San Francisco.  The City’s 

ability to enforce San Francisco Health Code Article 29 and its statutory scheme depends entirely on 

this agent’s continued anonymity.  Disclosure of the agent’s physical appearance and identity would 

render the agent recognizable to the regulated community, compromising the integrity of ongoing and 

future investigations. 

The need for disclosure is minimal here at best.  The City does not intend to call the agent to 

testify live.  Instead, the City intends to submit an incident report and declaration, which together 

provide a sufficient evidentiary basis for an administrative action.  Petitioners retain the opportunity to 

challenge the substance and credibility of the agent’s account through the administrative process.  

Protecting the agent’s physical identity does not in any way compromise Petitioners’ due 

process interests.  Because this is an administrative proceeding concerning only a property interest in a 

permit, the Confrontation Clause does not apply and therefore Petitioners have no right to confront 

witnesses in person.  Nevertheless, the City is prepared to make the agent available for testimony 

under protective conditions, such as appearing with video disabled during remote testimony.1  This 

would ensure that the petitioners have access to the substance of the allegations and a meaningful 

opportunity to challenge the evidence without compromising the agent’s physical identity.  

1 A closed hearing would be an insufficient remedy under these circumstances.  Counsel for the 
petitioners has historically represented other massage establishment(s) that have been investigation by 
the City for illicit conduct.  Disclosure of the agent’s identity, even in a closed setting, would likely be 
shared among these clients, effectively disseminating the agent’s appearance across the regulated 
industry.  This would nullify the City’s enforcement capacity. 
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DAVID CHIU, State Bar #189542 
City Attorney 
ANNE PEARSON, State Bar #201625 
Chief Attorney, Health & Human Services 
BESS IBTISAM HANISH State Bar # 325938 
Deputy City Attorney 
Fox Plaza 
1390 Market Street, 5th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94102-5408 
Telephone: (415) 554-4229 
Facsimile: (415) 554-4214 
E-Mail: bess.hanish@sfcityatty.org

Attorneys  
FOR THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

In the matter of: 
RICHMOND SERENITY SPA. 

DECLARATION OF MICHELLE VEGA IN 
SUPPORT OF THE CITY’S ASSERTION OF THE 
OFFICIAL INFORMATION PRIVILEGE 

I, Michelle Vega, declare as follows: 

1. I am employed by the Environmental Health Branch (EHB) of the San Francisco

Department of Public Health and serve as Principal Environmental Health Inspector, Retail Tobacco, 

Massage, and Consumer Protection Program.   

2. In my official capacity, I have access to records and information generated or collected

by EHB in the course of its enforcement activities.  The material at issue in this matter, specifically, 

information that would reveal the physical appearance and identity of an undercover agent, has been 

maintained as confidential at all times. 

2. I have personally reviewed the material in question, including the agent’s investigative

notes, declaration, and any associated documentation that could reveal the agent’s physical identity. 

3. The undercover agent whose identity is at issue is the sole operative assigned to

conduct covert investigations into illicit activity at massage establishments within the City and County 

of San Francisco pursuant to San Francisco Health Code Article 29.  Disclosure of the agent’s physical 
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In the matter of: 

RICHMOND SERENTY SPA. 

DECLARATION OF SAN FRANCISCO 
POLICE SERGEANT ROBERT GLENN 
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I, Robert Glenn, declare as follows: 

1. I am a Sergeant in the San Francisco Police Department (“SFPD”). I have been a peace

officer with the SFPD for more than 10 years. Prior to working at SFPD, I was an officer at the Ukiah 

Police Department for almost 1 year and worked as an officer at the University of California – San 

Francisco School of Law (formerly “UC – Hastings”) safety department of almost 5 years. I have 

personal knowledge of the content of this declaration and if called to do so, would and could 

competently testify to the truth of the matter stated. 

2. I have been assigned to SFPD’s Special Victim’s Unit for the last year. I worked in

SFPDs Bayview, Ingleside, Central and Southern stations as a patrol officer prior to my current 

assignment.   

3. As a Sergeant at SFPD’s Special Victim’s Unit, I investigate crimes pertaining to

sexual assaults, domestic violence, child abuse, fraud among other crimes.  

4. During the course of my career, I have interviewed thousands of victims, suspects,

and witnesses. I have also testified at preliminary hearings and jury trials.  My training includes the 

Basic P.O.S.T certification courses whiles attending the San Francisco Police Academy and on-

going instruction throughout my career in Advanced Officer Training courses. I have successfully 

completed the following courses: 

80 hour Robert Presley Institute of Criminal Investigation Basic Core Course

80 hour Police Officers Standards and Training (“POST”) Supervisory Course

24 hours plain closes and undercover operations course

40 hour sexual assault investigations course

5. I am familiar with a business called the Richmond Serenity Spa (“Serenity Spa”).  The

Serenity Spa is a commercial business occupying the ground floor of the 3448 Balboa St. San 

Francisco, California.  I have become familiar with the Serenity Spa based on investigations I have 

personally conducted at the business and conversations with other SFPD officers who have conducted 

their own investigations.  I know the Serenity Spa to be an illegal brothel and a location where illegal 
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prostitution occurs.  This is based on investigations I have personally conducted, conversations with 

other officers, and a review of incident reports.   

6. Based my investigation, I believe the Serenity Spa is owned by Jin Huang and Wang

Li.  

7. On June 17, 2025, at approximately 4:00 p.m., I conducted an undercover operation at

the Serenity Spa.  The goal of this operation was to see if there was illegal prostitution taking place. 

8. I entered the Serenity Spa while wearing a mobile body bug and in possession of $200

in marked City funds.  I was greeted by an Asian female who escorted me to a back room. I did not see 

any other people as I walked to the room, but was able to hear voices from other rooms. The voices 

sounded as they were both male and female.  

9. The room looked like a typical massage room, with a chair and massage table. There

was another table in the corner that had massage oils and a roll of toilet paper on top. 

10. Once inside the room, the woman asked me “how long.” I told her I wanted a half hour

massage. The female said it would cost $50. I gave the woman a $100 bill. The woman told me she 

would give me change. 

11. The woman then pointed to the massage table. I asked whether I should take off my

clothes. The woman said, “take off,” pointed to a nearby chair and exited the room. I undressed, got 

under a blanket covering the massage table and laid face down.  

12. The woman returned to the room and put $50 on the table. The woman then removed

the blanket covering me. She then began rubbing my shoulders and legs. She then began rubbing my 

buttocks and then attempted to rub my perineum area, which I prevented by clenching my buttocks.  

13. The woman then asked me to turn over, which I did. She then began rubbing my chest

and stomach. Eventually, she grabbed my penis and asked “you want” while making an up and down 

motion with her other fist. I interpreted this gesture as an offer for manual stimulation.  

14. I asked her how much. She said, “you tell me” and I offered $60. The woman agreed

and went to the corner table to get oil. She then grabbed my penis and began manually stimulating me 

with both hands. 
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From: Vega, Michelle (DPH)
To: Paul
Cc: Phan, Ivy (DPH); Callewaert, Jennifer (DPH); Felipe, Albert (DPH); Lee, Danny (DPH)
Subject: Re: 3446 Balboa Street - Case #MSG 25-03
Date: Tuesday, September 2, 2025 10:15:21 AM
Attachments: image.png

Sounds good. We will be issuing the Notice of Hearing shortly. 

Michelle Vega, REHS
Principal Environmental Health Inspector
Retail Tobacco, Massage, and Consumer Protection Program
Environmental Health Branch
Population Health Division
San Francisco Department of Public Health
49 South Van Ness, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94103
General: (415)252-3872
Direct: (415)252-3803
Email: Michelle.delacruz@sfdph.org
Web: www.sfdph.org/dph/eh

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message and any attachments are solely for the intended recipient and may contain
confidential or privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, use or distribution of the
information included in this message and any attachments is prohibited.  If you have received this communication in error,
please notify the sender immediately and permanently delete or otherwise destroy the information.

From: Paul <pvh831@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 2, 2025 9:59 AM
To: Vega, Michelle (DPH) <michelle.delacruz@sfdph.org>
Cc: Phan, Ivy (DPH) <ivy.phan@sfdph.org>; Callewaert, Jennifer (DPH)
<jennifer.callewaert@sfdph.org>; Felipe, Albert (DPH) <albert.felipe@sfdph.org>; Lee, Danny (DPH)
<danny.lee@sfdph.org>
Subject: Re: 3446 Balboa Street - Case #MSG 25-03
 
Dear Michelle:
I intend to appropriately take this up with the Hearing Officer.
Paul

On Tue, Sep 2, 2025 at 9:51 AM Vega, Michelle (DPH) <michelle.delacruz@sfdph.org>
wrote:

Morning Mr. Horcher, 

The basis is simple.   DPH  discovered we have the authority to pursue revocation for
the violation of SFHC 29.179(b)  therefore the NOD was amended and issued
accordingly. There are no new findings on this case. 



Michelle Vega, REHS
Principal Environmental Health Inspector
Retail Tobacco, Massage, and Consumer Protection Program
Environmental Health Branch
Population Health Division
San Francisco Department of Public Health
49 South Van Ness, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94103
General: (415)252-3872
Direct: (415)252-3803
Email: Michelle.delacruz@sfdph.org
Web: www.sfdph.org/dph/eh

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message and any attachments are solely for the intended recipient and may contain
confidential or privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, use or distribution of
the information included in this message and any attachments is prohibited.  If you have received this communication in
error, please notify the sender immediately and permanently delete or otherwise destroy the information.

From: Paul <pvh831@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 2, 2025 9:22 AM
To: Phan, Ivy (DPH) <ivy.phan@sfdph.org>
Cc: Callewaert, Jennifer (DPH) <jennifer.callewaert@sfdph.org>; Vega, Michelle (DPH)
<michelle.delacruz@sfdph.org>; Felipe, Albert (DPH) <albert.felipe@sfdph.org>; Lee, Danny (DPH)
<danny.lee@sfdph.org>
Subject: Re: 3446 Balboa Street - Case #MSG 25-03
 
Dear Ivy:
Your reply was non-responsive.
I'll repeat my question.
The sudden penalty enhancement to revocation appears contrary to the
facts and Code unless there has been a repeat violation triggering the
permit revocation demand or the Director has suddenly found that such a
higher penalty is necessary or appropriate to protect and promote the
health and well-being of a Massage Business’ employees, customers,
and/or neighbors.  What is the basis of this finding, if any?
Thank you,
Paul Horcher, Counsel for Li Yan Wang and Jing Huang, Richmond
Serenity Spa

On Tue, Sep 2, 2025 at 9:12 AM Phan, Ivy (DPH) <ivy.phan@sfdph.org> wrote:
Good Morning Paul, 

Under SFHC Section 29.45(12)(B), the permit penalty for anyone engaged in lewd conduct or
performing sex acts as defined in Section 29.17(b) is revocation of the Massage Business permit.





Please find the second amended Notice of Determination attached to this email. A hard copy
will also be mailed out to the business and property owner(s). Once again, a Request for
Hearing Form will not be sent out as we've already received the written request for hearing on
8/6/2025.

DPH acknowledges and grants your request for a continuance - we will be rescheduling this
case to October 2025. The Notice of Hearing will be sent out at a later date. 

Regards, 
Ivy Phan
Code Enforcement Investigator
San Francisco Department of Public Health
Population Health Division
Environmental Health Branch
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94103
Tel: (415) 252-3986
Please note that my work schedule is Monday-Thursdays, off Fridays. 

**CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE**
This email message and attachments are solely for the intended recipient and may contain
confidential or privileged information.  If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure,
copying, use or distribution of the information included in this message and any other
attachments is prohibited.  If you received this communication in error, please notify the
sender immediately and permanently delete or otherwise destroy the information.

From: Paul <pvh831@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2025 4:19 PM
To: Phan, Ivy (DPH) <ivy.phan@sfdph.org>
Cc: Callewaert, Jennifer (DPH) <jennifer.callewaert@sfdph.org>
Subject: Re: 3446 Balboa Street - Case #MSG 25-03

Dear Ivy:
With the new additional penalty demand of 60 days suspension in addition to
the $7,500.00 in fines, the Amended NOD we just received is a material
change and we will need additional time to prepare our defense; therefore I
need to withdraw my availability for the September 18, 2025 Hearing date and
request that the Hearing be accordingly scheduled for October 2025 at the
earliest.
Thanks,
Paul
Atty for Liyan Wang and Jing Wang, 3446 Balboa St.



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or
attachments from untrusted sources.

On Mon, Aug 25, 2025 at 9:14 AM Phan, Ivy (DPH) <ivy.phan@sfdph.org> wrote:
Thank you. The request for Mandarin interpretation has been made; we're still working on
securing an interpreter at this time.

Regards, 
Ivy Phan
Code Enforcement Investigator
San Francisco Department of Public Health
Population Health Division
Environmental Health Branch
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94103
Tel: (415) 252-3986
Please note that my work schedule is Monday-Thursdays, off Fridays. 

**CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE**
This email message and attachments are solely for the intended recipient and may contain
confidential or privileged information.  If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure,
copying, use or distribution of the information included in this message and any other
attachments is prohibited.  If you received this communication in error, please notify the
sender immediately and permanently delete or otherwise destroy the information.

From: Paul <pvh831@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2025 9:10 AM
To: Phan, Ivy (DPH) <ivy.phan@sfdph.org>
Subject: Re: 3446 Balboa Street - Case #MSG 25-03
 

 

Good morning, Ivy.
I intend to be there.
Please confirm Mandarin interpretation.
Thanks!
Paul

On Mon, Aug 25, 2025 at 9:06 AM Phan, Ivy (DPH) <ivy.phan@sfdph.org> wrote:
Hello: 

Please confirm availability for the scheduled hearing date. 

Regards, 



Ivy Phan
Code Enforcement Investigator
San Francisco Department of Public Health
Population Health Division
Environmental Health Branch
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94103
Tel: (415) 252-3986
Please note that my work schedule is Monday-Thursdays, off Fridays. 

**CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE**
This email message and attachments are solely for the intended recipient and may
contain confidential or privileged information.  If you are not the intended recipient, any
disclosure, copying, use or distribution of the information included in this message and
any other attachments is prohibited.  If you received this communication in error, please
notify the sender immediately and permanently delete or otherwise destroy the
information.

From: Phan, Ivy (DPH) <ivy.phan@sfdph.org>
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2025 10:10 AM
To: Serenity Spa <richmondserenityspa@gmail.com>
Cc: Paul <pvh831@gmail.com>; Vega, Michelle (DPH) <michelle.delacruz@sfdph.org>;
Lee, Danny (DPH) <danny.lee@sfdph.org>; Felipe, Albert (DPH) <albert.felipe@sfdph.org>
Subject: 3446 Balboa Street - Case #MSG 25-03
 
Good Morning, 

Please find the Notice of Hearing for your upcoming Director's Hearing case attached. A
hard copy will also be mailed out to the establishment. 

Regards, 
Ivy Phan
Code Enforcement Investigator
San Francisco Department of Public Health
Population Health Division
Environmental Health Branch
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94103
Tel: (415) 252-3986
Please note that my work schedule is Monday-Thursdays, off Fridays. 

**CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE**
This email message and attachments are solely for the intended recipient and may
contain confidential or privileged information.  If you are not the intended recipient, any
disclosure, copying, use or distribution of the information included in this message and



any other attachments is prohibited.  If you received this communication in error, please
notify the sender immediately and permanently delete or otherwise destroy the
information.



                  PUBLIC COMMENT 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From:
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Appeal No. 25-059, 3446 Balboa Street
Date: Sunday, February 22, 2026 5:00:23 PM

 

Hello,

I am writing to support the revocation of the massage permit 120465 for 3446 Balboa Street. I
am fully against their efforts to appeal this massage permit. I want them shut down and gone. 

I have lived in the Outer Richmond since 2008, and lived next door to (and now across the
street from) Richmond Serenity Spa since 2019. 

In that time, I have observed the following:

-Don't be fooled by the online reviews - only men, and the women who work there, go in and
out of the establishment;
-Their customers (men) frequently block our driveway, and they make no efforts to warn their
customers against doing so. When we have asked their customers to move, the customers are
often belligerent and one escalated with us calling the police as a customer became violent;
-When I researched the place, I found they were listed on Rubmaps, a listing for erotic
massage parlors. A screenshot from today shows reviews dated 2024. I have also included a
screenshot of a listing of theirs on HarlotHub (URL 5escorts), which I found today, and here's
a link to another listing of erotic massage parlors
(https://www.findtheseven.com/listings/2325);
-Their business website "Meet the Team" is clearly bogus (see screenshot, taken today);
-Nearby business owners and neighbors talk all the time about how Richmond Serenity Spa is
under investigation by federal authorities for human trafficking. I was home when it was
raided by the police in its old location (3443 Balboa). I thought something was finally
happening to them, and I was upset and disappointed that they were able to move their
operation across the street. It is the same operation, and it is wild to know this has been
happening for years and years, and with children living in surrounding buildings (and an
elementary school around the corner). 
-They are still open today - right now - with what is apparently a suspended massage license.
What gives?

While I support women making a living however they need to (as long as it doesn't hurt
anyone, and involves consenting adults), to have an establishment potentially engaged in
human trafficking is unacceptable. I am guessing their appeal is based on an argument that the
location listed on the various erotic massage sites is closed and was owned by someone else,
but people in the neighborhood know it's the same owners and same people who are operating
at 3446 Balboa Street. The font on their awning is the same, for goodness sake. Why would
new owners want to associate with an entity that has a poor reputation? Do the right thing and
shut it down, please. 









 



 



SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
DIRECTOR HEARING 
PUBLIC COMMENT FORM 
To p
rovide testimony or comment at the Director’s Hearing, please print your name, your business or 
organization name, and specify the address that you wish to speak about.  
NA
ME: 
(Optional*)  (Please print) 
OR
GANIZATION: 
(If applicable) 
CASE
 ADDRESS: 
    (Please include the address of the case that you wish to speak about) 
*Spe
akers have the right to remain anonymous.
Ple
ase return this form to any Director Hearing Administrator(s). 
COMMENT:
3446 Balboa St.
We are writing as concerned neighbors to express ongoing unease regarding activity 
at Richmond Serenity Spa.  
 
Over the past couple of years, members of the community have observed men 
frequently entering and exiting the premises. It has also been observed that 
individuals sometimes come and go after typical business hours. This pattern of 
activity has been concerning to nearby residents and business owners.  
 
There has also been at least one incident involving a parking dispute that escalated 
into aggressive and unsafe behavior involving a male customer and his vehicle, which 
was alarming to those nearby.  
 
This situation is particularly concerning given the family-oriented nature of our 
neighborhood. Many families with young children live nearby, and activity that appears 
irregular or disruptive contributes to a sense of discomfort within our community. 
 
Our primary concern is the safety and well-being of neighborhood residents. We 
respectfully request that the appropriate authorities review our concerns and react 
accordingly. 
 
We appreciate your attention to this matter and hope appropriate steps will be taken to 
help create a safe and peaceful environment for the residents in our community. 
 
- Outer Richmond Resident and Business Owner



SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
DIRECTOR HEARING 
PUBLIC COMMENT FORM 
To p
rovide testimony or comment at the Director’s Hearing, please print your name, your business or 
organization name, and specify the address that you wish to speak about.  
NA
ME: 
(Optional*)  (Please print) 
OR
GANIZATION: 
(If applicable) 
CASE
 ADDRESS: 
    (Please include the address of the case that you wish to speak about) 
*Spe
akers have the right to remain anonymous.
Ple
ase return this form to any Director Hearing Administrator(s). 
COMMENT:
N/A
Appeal no. 25-059 at 3446 Balboa Street
Dear Judge, We are a business owner located near Richmond Serenity Spa and have 
been aware of ongoing illicit activity at this establishment for several years. This 
situation is a serious concern for our community, and we respectfully request that you 
take appropriate action, revoking their ability to operate. Our community deserves to 
feel safe and protected. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration.



SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
DIRECTOR HEARING 
PUBLIC COMMENT FORM 
T
o provide testimony or comment at the Director’s Hearing, please print your name, your business or 
organization name, and specify the address that you wish to speak about.  
N
AME: 
(Optional*)  (Please print) 
O
RGANIZATION: 
(If applicable) 
C
ASE ADDRESS: 
    (Please include the address of the case that you wish to speak about) 
*S
peakers have the right to remain anonymous.
P
lease return this form to any Director Hearing Administrator(s). 
COMMENT:
Anonymous 
3446 Balboa Street (Richmond Serenity Spa)
As a neighboring business, we received the letter announcing the hearing for appeal 
no. 25-059 at 3446 Balboa Street, and were surprised that a license revocation has 
taken this long. The activity at this spa is blatant and widely known throughout the 
community - it is a nuisance.  
 
Please do the right thing for our neighborhood and revoke the massage establishment 
permit for Richmond Serenity Spa. Enough is enough.



SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
DIRECTOR HEARING 
PUBLIC COMMENT FORM 
To provide testimony or comment at the Director’s Hearing, please print your name, 
your business or organization name, and specify the address that you wish to speak 
about.   
Name: Anonymous             
(Optional*) 
Organization: Anonymous 
(If applicable) 
Case Address: Richmond Serenity Spa located at 3446 Balboa Street 
 
*Speakers have the right to remain anonymous. 
Please return this form to any Director Hearing Administrator(s).  
COMMENT: 
We are a group of concerned neighbors writing to express our strong opposition to the continued 
operation of Richmond Serenity Spa at 3446 Balboa Street. This is a family-oriented block with 
Lafayette Elementary School, Little Sprouts Academy, the YMCA, and multiple youth programs all 
within steps of the business. The street also regularly hosts festivals and community events, drawing 
families and children to the area. It is unsuitable and unsafe for an illegal business of this nature to 
operate in the middle of a residential and community-centered neighborhood. 
For years, residents have observed the spa operate as a revolving door for men, seven days a week. 
Streams of men come and go - never women, aside from the female workers. This illegal activity is 
neither hidden nor subtle; it is impossible for neighbors to ignore. Multiple community members have 
raised concerns to the Special Victims Unit, the Police Department, and the Department of Public 
Health over the years, given how blatant the operations are. Despite these complaints, the 
establishment has continued to take advantage of the system while disregarding the repeated 
concerns of those who live here. All businesses and individuals are expected to abide by the laws of 
San Francisco, and the City of San Francisco and its Judges have a responsibility to protect residents 
from those who blatantly disregard these laws for personal gain. 
This operation is wholly unsuitable for the community. It has created disruption and instability for 
years, and it has no place in a neighborhood built around schools, families, and community programs. 

The presence of an illegal business in this location undermines the sense of safety and cohesion that 
residents rely on. Living near such activity is destabilizing and unsafe for families who simply want to 
feel secure in their homes and neighborhood. Businesses engaged in this type of unlawful activity also 
pose a broader risk to the community around them. We strongly urge the City to take immediate and 
decisive action to close this establishment once and for all. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Concerned Neighbors of Balboa Street 




