HEARING ON
DETlTlON TO PARCEL #460-123-02
RESCIND JUNE
2025 TAX SALE OF wE
ITEM NO. 251 Aoy TR

LOCATED ON:
3718 EAST WASHINGTON, FRESNO

PART OF SUPERVISORY DISTRICT No. 3



PARTIES OF INTEREST

PREVIOUS ASSESSEE (WHEN PARCEL WAS SOLD AT PUBLIC AUCTION):

MARTIN C LOPEZ (DECEASED)

PETITIONERS:

TREVOR D. MARTIN, LEGAL REPRESENTATIVE OF TINA A. LOPEZ,

DAUGHTER OF PREVIOUS ASSESSEE MARTIN C. LOPEZ:

PURCHASERS:

GURBIR S SAPRAJ AND SUNJIT SAPRAJ

TAX COLLECTOR WILL PRESENT:

THAT ALL STATUTORY PROCESSES WERE FOLLOWED, AND THAT ADDITIONAL TIME WAS
GIVEN TO ASSIST REPRESENTATIVE TO SETTLE THE SALE OF THE PROPERTY.
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CONTEXT

* Californiarevenue and taxation code section 3706.1

* Allows the tax collector to “postpone tax sale or any portion” if certain
conditions are met

* One of the conditions, if postponed between 8 to 90 days after the original sale
date, the tax collector must give notice to parties of interest the same way as
the original sale date.
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CONTEXT (CONTINUED)

Sale Type:
Account Number:
Adjudged Value:
Est. Min. Bid:
Item Number:
Cause Number:
Court Number:
Sale Notes:

Property Address:
Legal Description:

After considering the submitted
documentation, the tax collector
approved the postponement of the
sale of the subject property, to allow for
the private parties to finalize the sale.

* This parcel was pulled from the
scheduled March 27, 2025 tax
sale

* The tax sale of the subject
property was postponed for 78
days

* Subject property went to tax
sale on June 13, 2025 tax sale,
and was sold



SUBJECT PARCEL HISTORY

* The Subject Parcel was Subject to the Tax Collector’'s Power to Sell
two times before it was sold at June 2025 Tax Sale.

e July 16,2018 — Doc# 2018-0083876
* Redeemed on 02-18-2019
* Redeemed by Ms. Tina A Lopez (Petitioner)

* July 15, 2024 — Doc# 2024-0062124

* No Redemption

* Scheduled for March 2025 Tax Sale, but postponement of tax sale was
granted
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THE POSTPONEMENT REQUEST

On January 30, 2025, Unlatch, a real estate and probate services company, acting on
behalf of the heir, requested a postponement of the subject parcel stating that a court
hearing was scheduled for May 6, 2025 to complete the probate process.

* Quotes from the request:

* st quote: “We are currently working with the heirs to the property and have a purchase
agreement to buy the property once the probate process is complete.”

e 2nd quote: their attorney “have given [them] a court date of May 6, 2025 to finalize the title
and proceed with the sale of the property. This date is well after the auction. Please let me
know if we can have the auction postponed until after the May 6, 2025 court date.”

ON February 10, the Tax Collector granted the postponement after reviewing the
relevant facts and circumstances of the request. This would allow petitioner time to settle

the sale of the property.

On February 11, Unlatch’s representative confirmed their understanding. Stating that the
intention was to complete a sale of the property before the postponed tax sale. Tax
collector, perrequest, provided June 6, 2025 as the potential tax sale date.

The postponed tax sale was held on June 13, 2025, a week after the initial date
provided. This granted more time for the petitioner to conclude the sale of the property.
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CLAIMS MADE IN PETITION

The petitioner believes the sale process contained irregularities and timing issues that must be
addressed:

* Petitioner says the Fresno County Superior Court delayed processing the submitted
probate documents. The Order was received on May 5, 2025, but was not signed by the
court until June 6, 2025.

* Petitioner claims that “Because County was aware that the property was in escrow and
the email stated that notices would be sent, the purchasers believed in good faith that
they would be provided, at a minimum, a courtesy notice or email regarding the sale.”

* The Petitioner, Ms. Lopez, stated that she did not see the personal contact nofification
affixed to the residence.

* Petitioner complains that the County did not provide a receipt for the certified mailing of
the tax sale notification.
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IN THE FOLLOWING SLIDES THE TAX
COLLECTOR'S OFFICE WILL ADDRESS THE
PETITIONER CLAIMS
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Alleged Irregularity #1
The Fresno County Superior Court delayed processing the submitted probate

documents. The Order was received on May 5, 2025, but was not signed by the
court until June 6, 2025.
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REPLY TO ALLEGED IRREGULARITY #1

Revenue and Taxation Code Section 4807 states that:
+  “No injunction or writ of mandate or other legal or equitable process shall issue in any suit,

action, or proceeding in any court [...] to prevent or enjoin the collection of property taxes
sought fo be collected.”
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REPLY TO ALLEGED IRREGULARITY #1 (CONTINUED)

+ The Tax Collector could have denied the request to postpone the sale of the subject parcel,
as the probate proceeding could not stop the sale proceeding.

Slide

But instead, the Tax Collector utilized the California Revenue and Taxation Code
section 3706.1, which grants the Tax Collector ability to postpone the sale up to 90 days.
That was not due to the probate process, but because the petitioner represented that
the sale of the property would be completed within that time, and the taxes paid from
sales proceeds.

With the approval, the Tax Collectorrecommended “that [the requestor] work
expeditiously to ensure that the property is redeemed during the postponement period,
either by payment of the then-current redemption amount by some person, or by sale
and payment from the proceeds out of escrow.”

The requestor, Unlatch’ s representative, when given the June éth postponement date,
at the time, responded with “that should be plenty of time to complete the sale.”
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REPLY TO ALLEGED IRREGULARITY #1 (CONTINUED)

Actions that could have been taken by the requestor and Petitioner:

+ The requestor was aware of the tentative tax sale postponement date of
June 6, but did not contact the Tax Collector’s office to follow up or
confirm, and apparently did not monitor the tax sale website.

+ If there was a delay in finalizing the sale due to delays in the probate
process, the same method used to request the previous postponement
could have been employed again. But they did not request another
postponement.

« The Tax Collector’s office would have reviewed the circumstances once

more and taken any new information into consideration, using the same
process as with the first postponement request.
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Alleged Irregularity #2
“‘Because County was aware that the property was in escrow and the email stated that
notices would be sent, the purchasers believed in good faith that they would be provided,
at a minimum, a courtesy notice or email regarding the sale.”

and

Alleged Irregularity #4

The County did not provide a receipt for the certified mailing of the tax sale notification.
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REPLY TO ALLEGED IRREGULARITIES #2 & #4

The June 13, 2025 re-offer tax sale took place 78 days after the original scheduled tax sale
date. In accordance with California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 3706.1, all
required notices were sent again to all parties of interest.
* Notices of Power to Sell were mailed again on April 28, 2025.
« Personal contact was attempted again on May 28, 2025. Notice was posted on the
property.

Revenue and Taxation Code Section 3701 (b) states: “The tax collector shall make a
reasonable effort to obtain the last name and last known mailing address of parties of
interest.”

« At the time the notices were sent, the Petitioner and Unlatch’s representative were not
parties of interest because neither of them had a record interest in the property.
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REPLY TO ALLEGED IRREGULARITIES #2 & #4 (CONTINUED)

Notices of Power to Sell
« For the initial March 2025 Tax Sale:
* Nofice to Parties of Interest was sent on
January 13, 2025.

 Noftices were sent to both the
assessee and the occupant of the
property.

« Both letters—addressed to Martin C.
Lopez and to “Occupant”—have
been confirmed received with
signatures.

* (Images of the signed returned
receipts are shown on the right.)
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SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION §

B Complete iterns 1, 2, and 3.
B Print your name and address on the e arse
s0 that we can refurn the card to you

Complete items 1, 2, and 3,
Print your name and addtess on the reverse

COMPLETE THIS SECTION ON DELIVERY

L
nature Restricbed Delvery
sertfied Maill
fied Mail Pestricted Delvery

rory
sivery Fastricted Delvry
Sigraurs
Freaticted Delivery

Domestic Return Recelpt

ad Mall Restieisd Dalvary
£8000

Domestic Return Recaipt
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REPLY TO ALLEGED IRREGULARITY #2 & #4 (CONTINUED)

« For the June 2025 Tax Sale:
Tax sale notices were mailed on April 28, 2025, using the same method as

Slide

above.

Both letters to Martin C. Lopez and Occupant were returned to our office on
June 20, 2025, which was after June 13 tax sale.

Because they did not come back until after the sale, skip tracing could not be

performed.
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Alleged Irregularity #3

The Petitioner, Ms. Lopez, stated that she did not see the personal contact notification
affixed to the residence.
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REPLY TO ALLEGED IRREGULARITY #3

« On February 10, when the postponement was approved, preparations for personal
contact were already underway. As such, the subject property also received a personal

contact visit on March 5, 2025.

Slide

No one came to the door, so the notice was affixed to the door of the property.

On March 6, Unlatch’s representative reached out to the Tax Collector’s office
regarding the notice of tax sale posting on the property.

The Tax Collector’s office confirmed that the sale had been postponed.

19



REPLY TO ALLEGED IRREGULARITY #3 (CONTINUED)
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Image from the March 5, 2025 Personal Contact Visit.
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REPLY TO ALLEGED IRREGULARITY #3 (CONTINUED)

A o e declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct and the following action was taken by

NOTICE OF PERSONAL CONTACT LS,
FOR SALE OF TAX-DEFAULTED PROPERTY

w251 We did contact the owner/occupant of this property and left this notice with them. Phone #
APN 460-123-02

OPEZ MARTIN C & KIM R
3718 E WASHINGTON AVE

Jg-\he were unable to contact the ownerfoccupant of this property, but left this notice apud to the front
door __ taped to the mail box

Date ___:}__“" 5 - 5;_

epuly

ped to the front

Please contact the Secured Unit of our Tax Collection Division at (559) 600-3482 if yvou have any questions
regarding this matter.

A copy of the notice affixed to the door
for March 2025 Personal Contact conducted on March 5, 2025,
including declaration under penalty of perjury regarding notice
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REPLY TO ALLEGED IRREGULARITY #3 (CONTINUED)

« On May 28, 2025, the Tax
Collector’s office conducted
another Personal Contact visit
for the June 13 tax sale.

« No one came to the door and
the notice was affixed on the
door of the property in the
same manner as it was done on
March 06, 2025.

 The Petitioner claimed that the
notice was not seen.
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REPLY TO ALLEGED IRREGULARITY #3 (CONTINUED

unty of Fresno

Ttem #251
APN 460-1

under penalty

ounty Tax Collector that
ar property we

fered ata public internet auctio y .
unless the total amount to redeem the property is paid before the sale. ! vere unable to contact the

Your right of redemption will term 5:00 p.m. on T June . whic s oy door___ taped to the mail box
prior to the date of the s
2025 or $12,036.25 if p

Date S) 23} ZQ’

your property
indicated above includes all unpai a sanda 3211.00 fee
for making this p

t the foregoing is tru

ant of this prop nd left thi tice with them. Phone #

P act the Secured Unit of our”
e unable to contact the owner/occupant of this property. but [eft this notic taped to the front . -1 this matter
- taped to the mail box A o I8

Secured Unit of our Tax Colleetion Div

TAX COLLECTION DIVISION
Tulare Street, Room 105/ P.0. Box 1182 / Fresao, California 93715 / (559) 600-3482 / FAX (559) 6001449
Equal Employment Opportunity Employer

A copy of the notice affixed to the door
for June 2025 Personal Contact conducted on May 28, 2025,
including declaration under penalty of perjury
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SUMMARY

In February, the Tax Collector agreed to postpone the sale because the requestor
said that a sale of the property would be completed within 20 days, so that taxes
would be paid from the proceeds.

The Tax Collector estimated that the postponed sale would occur on June 6, and
the requestor said that would be enough time.

The postponed sale ultimately occurred a week |later than that, on June 13, but the
requestor had not completed the sale by then.

The Tax Collector gave all notices required by law for the postponed sale.

The requestor did not reach out to the Tax Collector until after the postponed sale
had already been completed.
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FOUR (4) FINDINGS
NECESSARY TO RESCIND THE SALE

Property should not have been sold.

Property was not transferred or conveyed by the Purchaser to a “bona fide purchaser
for value' since the deed to the Purchaser was recorded on June 30, 2025.

Property has not become subject to a “bona fide encumbrance for value” since the
deed to the Purchaser as recorded on June 30, 2025.

The Purchaser received notice of the hearing as required by Revenue and Taxation
Code Section 3731, Subdivision (b)(2).
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RECOMMENDATION

Staff believes that the first finding that the property should not have been sold cannot be
made:

Examples of when property “should not have been sold” at a tax sale include: (1) when
the property was timely redeemed, but then erroneously listed for auction and sold; (2)
when the property owner filed for bankruptcy, which should have stopped the sale, but

the Tax Collector proceeded to sell the property anyway; or (3) when the Tax Collector
failed to give all notices required by law before the sale.

The property was not redeemed, there was no bankruptcy, and the Tax Collector gave all
notices required by law before the sale.

Therefore, the sale of the property is valid.

Staff's recommendation is to not rescind the sale.
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