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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
|

ESSEX, SS. 1 SUPERIOR COURT
| DOCKET # 2577CV01253

K. F., a minor, by his mother,
SANDRA FERNANDEZ DE VILLAVICEMNCIO,
and SANDRA FERNANDEZ DE VILLAVICENCIO,
individually
Plaintiffs,
V.

CUBE 3 STUDIO LLC,

Defendant

Nt N N Nt e Nt e e’ st it et et e’

DEFENDANT CUBE 3 STUDIO LLC’S
OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO COMPEL
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS AND INSURANCE DISCLOSURES

Now comes Defendant Cube 3 Studic LLC (“Cube 3”) and opposes the plaintiffs K. F.
and Sandra Femandez De Villavicencio’s (“laintiffs”) motion to compel production of
documents and insurance disclosure, served nn January 30, 2026. Plaintiffs accuse Cube 3 of

- delaying and reﬁsing to produce responsive documents. In response, Cube 3 asserts that the
‘accusations have no basis in fact and this mo :tion to compel is premature. Cube 3 served timely
objectioné and responses noting that it would, produce responsive and unprivileged documents

upon the entry of an appropriate protective oulrder. Cube 3 has provided a proposed protective
order to Plaintiffs for their consideration and has taken steps to provide tens or hundreds of
thousands of documents. Nevertheless, Plah:ittiffs filed this Motion to Compel eight days after
Cube 3 timely served its discovery responses; even as Cube 3 worked to provide documents and

sought to arrive at a mutually-agreeable proti:ctive order. The motion is not appropriate and is

moot. It should be denied in its entirety. Specifically, Cube 3 asserts:

1
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A. Cube 3’s response to Plaintiff’s swlqzeping requests for document production is

timely. |
Plaintiffs served their first set of requ‘ests for production on December 23, 2025.

|

Pervasive throughout the requests are sweeping demands for information without limitation in
i
time or specific subject matter, with hardly a Iny definitions of terms. See, e.g., Plaintiff’s request
for production of documents No. 4: l
. |
All reports, evaluations, testing resul'::'ls, or assessments concerning water intrusion,
moisture, mold, or ventilation at the ]?remises.

The only defined term is “Premises,” ‘Prentises’ means the residential building and dwelling
|
unit(s) in which Plaintiff resided.” Plaintiffs’ First Requests for Production of Documents. Exh.

. !
A. See also Cube 3’s Objections and Responf;ies to Plaintiffs’ First Request for Production of

Documents. Exh. B. ' 1

-On January 22, 2026, Cube 3 served i |ts responses objections to Plaintiffs’ requests. See
|
Exh. B. While objecting to Plaintiffs’ requesi:;s as vague, overbroad and unduly burdensome,
Cube 3 never refused to provide discovery. A.,n example of its typical response is:

Subject to, and without waiving, the fiyregoing objections, Cube 3 will identify and
produce any responsive documents, iricluding: (a) architectural design drawings and
specifications; (b) contractors’ requesis for information and Cube 3’s responses; and (c)
communications concerning design, construction, observations, and related materials.
Such documents, if any, will be produced after entry of, and in accordance with, a
mutually agreed or judicially imposed.’i Protective Order.

Exh. B, Response No. 1. This is compliaﬁt wi.l\th the 30 day requirement in Mass. R. Civ. P.

34(b)2)(A). |
|

Yet, even as Cube 3 worked to propos¢ an appropriate protective order and to produce
|

documents, Plaintiffs served their motion to cliompel on January 30, 2026, eight days after Cube

| .
I

3’s timely responses. |
B. Cube 3 has provided insurance doclgiments to Plaintiffs.

2
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Diligently determining which insurance documents are most appropriate for production,

on February 3, 2026, Cube 3 produced insurl;l’:mce documents to Plaintiffs on February 3, 2026.
Exh. C. Cube 3 followed up with Plaintiffs (ﬂin February 5 and 10, 2026, to make sure plaintiff
Sandra Fernandez could access the dodumer:;t link. Exh. C; Exh. D. To date, to Cube 3’s
knowledge, Plaintiffs have not downloaded 1‘:1;hese documents. Exh. E, Affidavit of Y. Zheng. -
Other than the documentary .follow up above:!, Cube 3 counsel has not had any problem reaching
Ms. Fernandez via email, having had approx.%lmately 19 email exchanges between December
2025 and the present dat. Exh. E. l

necessary.

C. A protective order is reasonable an

—B

Cube 3 has significant concemns regarding making proprietary and otherwise sensitive
business and design information public. Plai):]ltiffs have no legitimate reason to make such
sensitive and confidential information public; In addition, Plaintiff has also expressed an interest
in making certain information, with emphasis on information having to do with K.F., who is a

minor, confidential. Cube 3 is not opposed tcireasonable measures if they do not impede the

effective litigation of this case. !
|
|

For these reasons, the parties are curr¢ntly discussing a possible joint motion for

protective order. '

D. Timeframe of production and Cub(!! 3’s dispositive motions

Cube 3 has served a motion for judgmient on the pleadings and a motion for sﬁmmary

judgment on Plaintiffs, and the motions are ut‘ldérgoing Rule 9A process at this time. If
|

subcessful, the two motions together will end :the instant civil action in its entiretj. The motion
|
for summary judgment is primarily based up(lin the statute of repose in M.G.L. c. 260, § 2B. The

) I
motion for judgment on the pleadings is prim:;a.rily based on Plaintiffs’ misapplication of law in
|
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i
!
|
[

certain counts of the complaint. As the court will see in the motions, the arguments are
i

categorical and statutorily based, applicable and conclusive regardless of what may currently be
disc&erable. |

Nevertheless, in good faith, Cube 3 ]‘Ilas worked to determine whether certain tens of
fhousands of documents from Cube 3’s proj:ct file and communications may be responsive and
discoverable for potential production to Plaintiffs. In fact, Cube 3 is making arrangements
attempting to make it po'ésible for any such responsive documents to be provided to Plaintiffs

following the approval of an appropriate protective order by the Court.

Ny Respectfully submitted,
Date: February 12, 2026 ' The Defendant,

| Cube 3 Studio LLC
By its Attorneys,

/s/ Michael P. Schaefer

Michael P. Schaefer, Esq.,
BBO No. 711910
i MG+M, The Law Firm
125 High Street
Oliver Street Tower, 6th Floor
| Boston, MA 02110
: (617)406-4593
mschaefer@mgmlaw.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I'hereby certify that on February 12, 2026, I served a true and accurate copy of the
foregoing document upon the named plainti s via email and first-class mail as follows:

Sandra Fernandez I'e Villavicencio, Individually
K. F., ¢/o Sandra Jiernandez De Villavicencio
550 Libe:ty Street, Unit 905
Brainiree, MA 02184
sandreval4@yahoo.com

/s/ Michael Schaefer

Michael Schaefer
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

|

SUPERIOR COURT DEPARTMENT

ESSEX, ss.
Kenzo Fernandez, a minor,
by his mother and next friend,

Sandra Fernandez de Villavicencio,

Plaintiff, “

- CUBE 3 STUDIO, LLC,

Defendant.

Civil Action No.: 2577CV01253

PLAINTIFF’S FIRST REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

TO DEFENDANT CUBE 3 STUDIO, LLC |
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Pursuant to Mass. R. Civ. P. 34, Plaintiff ret:|1uests that Defendant produce the following

documents within the time permitted by the Massachusetts Rules of Civil Procedure.

DEFINITIONS

1. “Project” means the design, development, construction, renovation, and remediation of the
residential building at issue in this action.

2. “Premises” means the residential building; and dwelling unit(s) in which Plaintiff resided.

3. “Cube 3” means Cube 3 Studio, LLC, anf'i its principals, members, employees, agents,
consultants, and representatives.

~ 4.“Design Documents” means architectural drawings, plans, specifications, details, revisions,
addenda, and related materials.

- 5. “Communication” means any written, electronic, or oral communication, including emails,
memoranda, reports, and meeting notes.

DOCUMENT REQUESTS

Request No. 1

All contracts, agreements, and amendments relating to Cube 3’s architectural or design services
for the Project.

Request No. 2

All Design Documents prepared, reviewed, or approved by Cube 3 for the Project.
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‘Request No. 3

All revisions, addenda, or modifications to Df:sign Documents relating to waterproofing,
ventilation, moisture control, or building envélope systems.

Request No. 4

All reports, evaluations, testing results, or ass gssments concerning water intrusion, moisture,
mold, or ventilation at the Premises. ‘

‘Request No. 5 i

All communications between Cube 3 and the Iproperty owner, developer, or property manager
concerning defects, habitability issues, or occupant safety.

Request No. 6

All interna] Cube 3 communications concerning the Project, including emails, memoranda, and
meeting notes relating to design decisions or «lefect remediation.

Request No. 7

All documents relating to site visits, inspections, mock-ups, demolition, reconstruction, or
remedial work performed in connection with the Project.

Request No. 8

All documents reflecting complaints or reporl.;s from occupants regarding conditions at the
Premises. '

Request No. 9 !
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All policies, guidelines, or procedures in effect at the time of the Project concerning quality
control, code compliance, or occupant safeiy.

Request No. 10

All documents relating to communications with insurers concerning claims, incidents, or
conditions alleged in the Complaint.

Request No. 11 |

-All documents Cube 3 relies upon in support of the affirmative defenses asserted in its Answer.

Request No. 12

All photographs, videos, or visual records clepicting conditions at the Premises relevant to the
allegations in the Complaint.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Sandra Fernandez de Villavicencio
Sandra Fernandez de Villavicencio

Mother, Legal Guardian, and Next Fﬁend of
Kenzo Fernandez, a minor

Plaintiff, Pro Se
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

ESSEX, SS. SUPERIOR COURT
‘ ‘ DOCKET #2577CV01253

K. F., a minor, by his mother,

SANDRA FERNANDEZ DE VILLAVICEM [CIO

and SANDRA FERNANDEZ DE V]LLAV]'CENCIO
md1v1dua11y

Plaintiffs,
V.
CUBE 3 STUDIO LLC,

Defendant

et Nt N N Nt e Nt Nt “ast’ e’ ast’ “agr’ e’

DEFENDANT CUBE 3 STUDIO LI'C’S OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO
PLAINTIFFS’ FIRST REQUEST, FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

{

f
Pursuant to Mass. R. Civ. P. 34 and :E|§uperior Court Rule 30A, Defendant, Cube 3 Studio,
LLC (“Cube 3”), hereby serves its objection:; and responses to the First Request for Production of

| ,
Documents set forth by the plaintiffs, K.F. and Sandra Fernandez De Villavicencio (“Plaintiffs”),

which were served upon Cube 3 on or about :December 23, 2025.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS
|

Cube 3’s responses are subject to, hualiﬁed by, and limited by the following general
statements and objections, which apply to e;lch specific Request as if fully incorporated and set
forth therein. The assertion of the same OZI;;' additional objections in any particular response to
Requests does not waive any general statemli;mts or objections set forth below.

1. Cube 3 generally objects to th |Ia Requests to the extent they seek or purport to require
Cube 3 to identify, disclose, or produce any:documents or information containing or comprising

|
information protected under the attorney-client privilege and/or the attorney work product
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doctrine, or any other applicable doctrine, privilege or immunity, including, without limitation, the
- consulting expert privileges, such that it vi

rould make the information immune or exempt from -

discovery, or under any claim of confidenti:lity, including information that constitutés proprietary

- any intent by Cube 3 to waive such privilege.
These responses are made isolely for the purpose of discovery in this action.
!

Nothing herein is intended to waive the ;following objections, which are éxpressly reserved,

business information. The inadvertent disclosure of any privileged information shall not signify

2.

including but not limited to the following cbjections: all objections as to competence, relevance,

authenticity, propriety, materiality and aq;imissibility of the subject matter of the discovery

requests; all objections as to vagueness, am|
as to the use of any information provided in
to any request for further responses to the
'objections and grounds that would or coul
document or statement therein from evider
and rﬁay be interposed at a hearing in this a

3. Cube 3 generally objects to
and oppressive to the extent that they fail tc
ﬁmited to events relevant in this ﬁtigation
admissible evidence.

4. Disclosure of any informa
discovery is inadvertent‘and shall not cor

privilege or exemption from discovery, at;

entitled pursuant to Mass. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(:

piguity, or undue burden; all obj ectiqns on'any ground
response to the Requests; all objections on any ground
se or other discovery requests; and any and all other
d require or permit the exclusion of any infbrmation,

1ce, all of which 6bjections and grounds are reserved

Ption or at the time of trial.
gthe Requests that are overbroad, unduly burdensome,
specify any relevant time period, and thus are neither
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
|
tion subject to such privilege or exemption from

stitute or be deemed to constitute a waiver of such

d therefore Cube 3 reserves all rights to which it is

i5)(B), and/or applicable case law.

|
i
|
I
\

i .
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i
|

5. Cube 3 generally objects to lil’laintift’s request for production of documents already
in Plaintiffs’ possession or within the Plzsltintiffs ability to readily obtain, including, without
limitation, 1) documents that are publicly available in Marina Bay Residences, LLC v. Cube 3
Studio LLC et al, 2182CV01044, tﬁe pencing Norfolk Superior Court matter where the Meriel
Marina Bay Project’s (the “Project”) owner, gengral contractor and, until the recent settlement,
Cube 3 the architect, litigated disputes over alleged construction and design defects; and 2)
documents that are ei’(her publicly availabl:: or available to Plaintiffs through participation in the
class action in Norfolk Superior Court, Materna v. Marina Bay Residence, LLC, et al,
2382CV00389, where tenants of Meriel Mairina Bay sued the owner and developer regarding many
of the same defects, violations and damage: alleged in the instant case.

6. Cube 3 generally objects to fI;laintiffs requests which seek documentation that has
no bearing on the subject matter involved in this action or is not otherwise reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

7. Cube 3 generally objects 'co5 requests that seek discovery of electronically stored
information from sources that Cube 3 identifies as not reasonably accessible because of undue
burden and cost.

8. Cube 3 generally objects to production of documents which may be confidential,
proprietary or otherwise sensitive to the p‘laintiffs without a reasonable stipulated or judicially
imposed protective order .being in place, griven the concerns that 1) the plaintiffs may share the
documents produced with non-parties for 1‘|‘nknown, unnecessary or illegitimate purposes, and 2)
the identification and production documents by Cube 3, which will require significant cost and

effort, will be futile or wasteful, as the plaintiffs will make no more use of any voluminous
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production of documents by Cube 3 than| they have of the extensive documentation already
' !

available in the two Norfolk Superior Court|cases cited above.

9. Cube 3 generally objects to ;requests which erroneously assume that Cube. 3isin
possession of certain documents and comm:md production thereof.
10. . Each of these General Obje:ictions shall be deemed incorporated by reference in
Cube 3’s responses to each of the specific Jocument requests, as if set forth fully herein. These
responses are made without prejudice to C‘nélbe 3’s right to amend or supplement these responses
pursuant to Mass. R. _Civ. P. 26 or to intro:iiuce at the trial of this case additional evidence from
any source. !
|

RESPONSES AND OBJEC'l'[‘IONS TO DOCUMENT REQUESTS

|

REQUEST NO. 1 |

All contracts, agreements, and amendments relatlng to Cube 3’s architectural or design services
for the Project. |
}
OBJECTION: |
|
Cube 3 objects to this Request on‘the grounds that it is vague, overbroad and unduly
burdensome. Without limitation as to time, this request seeks “all contracts, agreements,
and amendments” without reasonal: )le particularity. Further, the complaint in the instant
action holds no allegations of breacli of contract or any violation or doctrine which sounds
in contract. Therefore, this request e xclusively or very nearly exclusively seeks documents
which are not reasonably calculatzd to reach documents would lead to dlscovery of
admissible evidence. |
|
I
|

RESPONSE NO. 1:

Subject to, and without waiving, the foregomg objections, Cube 3 will identify and produce
any responsive documents, including: (a) architectural design drawings and specifications;
(b) contractors’ requests for inform: Ltlon and Cube 3’s responses; and (c) communications
concerning design, construction, ot:iservations, and related materials. Such documents, if
any, will be produced after entry of, and in accordance with, a mutually agreed or judicially
imposed Protective Order.

)
!
|
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REQUESTNO.?2

All Design Documents prepared, reviewed, or approved by Cube 3 for the Project.

OBJECTION:

Cube 3 objects to this Request on the grounds that it is vague, overbroad and unduly

_burdensome. The request is not liniited in scope by time or subject matter. It seeks “all

Design Documents” without reascnable particularity as to the specific documents or
categories of documents sought. Th= terms “prepared, reviewed, or approved,” are vague
and ambiguous as they could encom pass an extremely wide range of materials, far beyond
what is reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

RESPONSE NO. 2:

Subject to, and without waiving, the foregoing objections, Cube 3 will identify and produce
any responsive documents, includingz: (a) architectural design drawings and specifications;
(b) contractors’ requests for informition and Cube 3’s responses; and (¢) communications
concerning design, construction, otiservations, and related materials. Such documents, if
any, will be produced after entry of, and in accordance with, a mutually agreed or judicially
imposed Protective Order.

REQUESTNO.3

All revisions, addenda, or modifications to Design Documents relating to waterproofing,
ventilation, moisture control, or building erivelope systems.

OBJECTION:

Cube 3 objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague, overbroad and unduly
burdensome. The terms “revisions,” “addenda,” “modifications,” “waterproofing,”
“ventilation,” “moisture control,” ard “building envelope systems” are not defined and are
each subject to numerous interpretations. Additionally, the request is not limited in scope
by time, project, or subject matter, and seeks “all” documents without reasonable
particularity. Though the request provides a definition for “Design Documents,” the
definition holds such vague and amliiguous terms as, without limitation, “plans,” “details,”
“revisions,” “addenda,” and “relate(| materials.” This request necessarily attempts to reach
far beyond what is reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

RESPONSE NO. 3:

Subject to, and without waiving, the foregoing objections, Cube 3 will identify and produce
any responsive documents, including: (a) architectural design drawings and specifications;
(b) contractors’ requests for informiition and Cube 3’s responses; and (c) communications
concerning design, construction, obiservations, and related materials. Such documents, if
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any, w111 be produced after entry of, an.d in accordance with, a mutually agreed or judicially
imposed Protective Order.

REQUEST NO. 4

All reports, evaluations, testing results, or assessments concerning water intrusion, moisture, mold,
or ventilation at the Premises.

OBJECTION:

Cube 3 objects to this Request on the grounds that it is vague, overbroad and unduly
burdensome. It is not limited in scope by time or specific subject matter, and the terms
“reports,” “assessments,” “water intrusion,” “moisture,” “mold” and “ventilation” are
capable of numerous different interpr:tations and necessarily request far beyond Cube 3’s
involvement with Meriel Marina Bay and what is reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. (Cube 3 objects to this request to the extent it seeks
privileged and protected documents, including those protected by attorney work product,

attorney client privilege, and Rules 20(b)(3) and (4).
RESPONSE NO. 4:

Subject to, and without waiving, the foregoing objections, Cube 3 will identify and produce
any responsive documents, including: (a) architectural design drawings and specifications;
(b) contractors’ requests for information and Cube 3’s responses; and (c) communications
concerning design, construction, observations, and related materials. Such documents, if
any, will be produced after entry of, aad in accordance with, a mutually agreed or judicially
imposed Protective Order.

REQUEST NO. 5

All commumcatlons between Cube 3 and the: property owner, developer, or property manager
concerning defects, habitability issues, or occupant safety.

OBJECTION:

Cube 3 objects to this Request on the grounds that it is vague, overbroad and unduly
burdensome. The request is not limiled in scope by time or subject matter, as it seeks “all
communications” without reasonable particularity as to the specific defects, habitability
issues, or occupant safety concerns at issue in this litigation. The terms “defects,”
“habitability issues,” and “occupart safety” are vague and ambiguous as used in this
request and are not defined. Thus, this request seeks to reach far beyond Cube 3’s
involvement with Meriel Marina Eay and what is reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

RESPONSE NO. §:
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|
Subject to, and without waiving, the foregoing objections, Cube 3 will identify and produce
any responsive documents, including: (a) architectural design drawings and specifications;
(b) contractors’ requests for information and Cube 3’s responses; and (c) communications
concerning design, construction, obszrvations, and related materials. Such documents, if
any, will be produced after entry of, and in accordance with, a mutually agreed or judicially
imposed Protective Order.

REQUEST NO. 6

All internal Cube 3 communications concerring the Project, including emails, memoranda, and
meeting notes relating to design decisions or defect remediation.

“OBJECTION:

Cube 3 objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague, overbroad and unduly
burdensome. This request is not limited in scope by time or subject matter, as it seeks “all

-internal Cube 3 communications cencerning the Project,” including but not limited to

emails, memoranda, and meeting notes, without reasonable particularity as to the
documents sought. The request seeks. documents relating to “design decisions” and “defect
remediation” in the entire Meriel Marina Bay project without restricting them to reasonably
defined specific issues relating to tlie instant case. Thus, this request seeks to reach far
beyond what is reasonably calculatec, to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Cube
3 objects to this request to the extent it seeks privileged and protected documents, including
those protected by attorney work pro duct, attorney client privilege, and Rules 26(b)(3) and
(4). Cube 3 objects to the terms “design decisions” and “defect remediation” as vague and
ambiguous, requiring Cube 3 to gu:ss and speculate as to the specific documents being
requested.

- RESPONSE NO. 6:

Subject to, and without waiving, the foregoing objections, Cube 3 will identify and produce
any responsive documents, including: (a) architectural design drawings and specifications;
(b) contractors’ requests for informetion and Cube 3’s responses; and (¢) communications
concerning design, construction, observations, and related materials. Such documents, if
any, will be produced after entry of, and in accordance with, a mutually agreed or judicially
imposed Protective Order.

REQUEST NO. 7

All documents relating to site visits, inspections, mock-ups, demolition, reconstruction, or
remedial work performed in connection with the Project.

OBJECTION:

Cube 3 objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague, overbroad and unduly
burdensome. The request fails to describe the documents sought with reasonable
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particularity, as it seeks “all documents relating to site visits, inspections, mock-ups,
demolition, reconstruction, or remedial work” without limitation as to time, subject matter,
or specific activity. The terms “site visits,” “inspections,” “mock-ups,” “demolition,”
“reconstruction,” and “remedial wark” are vague and ambiguous, capable of numerous
meanings, rendering the scope of the request unclear. Thus, this request seeks to reach far
beyond the subject matter of the instant case and what is reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidencz. Cube 3 objects to this request to the extent it seeks
privileged and protected documents, including those protected by attorney work product,
attorney client privilege, and Rules :26(b)(3) and (4).

% ¢

RESPONSE NO. 7:

Subject to, and without waiving, the foregoing objections, Cube 3 will identify and produce
any responsive documents, includinj: (a) architectural design drawings and specifications;
(b) contractors’ requests for information and Cube 3’s responses; and (c) communications
concerning design, construction, otiservations, and related materials. Such documents, if
any, will be produced after entry of, and in accordance with, a mutually agreed or judicially
imposed Protective Order.

REQUEST NO. 8

All documents reflecting complaints or reports from occupants regarding conditions at the
Premises.

OBJECTION:

Cube 3 objects to this Request on the: grounds it is vague, overly broad, unfairly prejudicial,
and unduly burdensome. This requsst assumes the Cube 3, the architect, necessarily has
certain materials from occupants. Being former occupants of Meriel Marina Bay, the
plaintiffs can be reasonably be expected have access to any complaints or reports they
themselves generated, making this request duplicative regarding those documents. The
current action concerns only the current plaintiffs and only one unit at Meriel Marina Bay,
for the duration of their occupancy. “All documents,” as described in this request, from all
occupants, without limitation in tinve, specific location or subject matter, especially taken
together with the vague and ambiguous term “regarding conditions at the Premises,” seeks
to reach far beyond Cube 3’s involvement with Meriel Marina Bay and what is reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Cube 3 objects to this request
to the extent it seeks privileged aud protected documents, including those protected by
attorney work product, attorney client privilege, and Rules 26(b)(3) and (4). Cube 3 objects
to the terms “complaints” and “repoits” as vague and ambiguous, requiring Cube 3 to guess
and speculate as to the specific dociiments being sought.

RESPONSE NO. 8:

Subject to, and without waiving, the foregoing objections, Cube 3 will identify and produce
any responsive documents, including: (a) architectural design drawings and specifications;
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REQUEST NO. 9

-
(b) contractors’ requests for informstion and Cube 3’s responses; and (c) communications
concerning design, construction, otiservations, and related materials. Such documents, if
any, will be produced after entry of, and in accordance with, a mutually agreed or judicially
imposed Protective Order. ‘

All policies, guidelines, or procedures in effisct at the time of the Project concerning quality control,

. |
code compliance, or occupant safety. '

REQUEST NO. 10

|
OBJECTION: _i

|
Cube 3 objects to this Request ori the grounds it is vague, overly broad, and unduly
burdensome. Cube 3 This request is iyverly broad and not limited in scope by time or subject
matter because it seeks “all policies, guidelines, or procedures” without reasonable
particularity as to the speciﬁc docu:fments or the relevant time frame. The terms “quality
control,” “code compliance,” an “nccupant safety” are vague and ambiguous as used in
this request and are not defined. Thls request seeks to reach far beyond the scope of the
instant case, Cube 3’s mvolvement with Meriel Marina Bay and what is reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery o; F admissible evidence.
RESPONSE NO. 9: !
Subject to, and without waiving, the '?Eoregoing objections, Cube 3 will identify and produce
any responsive documents, including: (a) architectural design drawings and specifications;
(b) contractors’ requests for informzition and Cube 3’s responses; and (¢) communications
concerning design, construction, ot 'servatlons and related materials. Such documents, if
any, will be produced after entry of, .md in accordance with, a mutually agreed or judicially
imposed Protective Order. :

All documents relating to communicaticns with insurers concerning claims, incidents, or

conditions alleged in the Complaint.

OBJECTION:

Cube 3 objects to this Request on| the grounds it is vague, overly broad, and unduly
burdensome. The request seeks “alljdocuments relating to communications with insurers
concerning claims, incidents, or cox:ilditions alleged in the Complaint” without specifying
particular claims, incidents, or conditions, or a relevant time frame and without limitation
in time or subject matter. This reqU|;3st seeks to reach far beyond the scope of the instant
case, Cube 3’s involvement with Meriel Marina Bay and what is reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Cube 3 objects to this request to the extent it
seeks privileged and protected documents, including those protected by attorney work
product, attorney client privilege, aru‘d Rules 26(b)(3) and (4). Cube 3 Ob_] ects to the terms

|
'y
!9
|
|
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“claims ” ¢c
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RESPONSE NO. 10:

Subject to, and without waiving, the foi
any responsive documents, including: |
(b) contractors’ requests for informatic
concerning design, construction, obsei
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imposed Protective Order.

REQUEST NO. 11

All dpcuments Cube 3 relies upon in support ¢

OBJECTION:

Cube 3 objects to this Request on tl
burdensome. “Relied upon” has not H

* interpretations. Regardless of which (|

necessarily relied upon any document;
were indeed relied upon, by any def

* documents would be within the scor

discovery of admissible evidence. Th
2025. Thus, Cube 3’s development of
involve attorney’s mental impressions,
by the work product doctrine, all of wi:

RESPONSE NO. 11:

Subject to, and without waiving, the for
any responsive documents, including:
(b) contractors’ requests for informatic
concerning design, construction, obsei
any, will be produced after entry of, an«
imposed Protective Order. .

REQUEST NO. 12

All photographs, videos, or visual records d¢;
allegations in the Complaint.

OBJECTION:

incidents,” and “conditions”

as vague and ambiguous, requiring Cube 3 to guess
cnts being requested.

legoing objections, Cube 3 will identify and produce
:a) architectural design drawings and specifications;

'm and Cube 3’s responses; and (c) communications .

rvations, and related materials. Such documents, if
1in accordance with, a mutually agreed or Jud101ally

1f the affirmative defenses asserted in its Answer.

1e grounds it is vague, overly broad, and unduly
een defined and is therefore capable of numerous
efinition applies, the request assumes that Cube 3
5 in its affirmative defenses and, if any documents
inition, in writing affirmative defenses, that such
e of what is reasonably calculated to lead to the
e complaint was only recently filed in November
defenses is an evolving process and, further, may
attorney-client communication and items protected
lich are privileged.

egoing objections, Cube 3 will identify and produce
a) architectural design drawings and specifications;
n and Cube 3’s responses; and (c) communications

| in accordance with, a mutually agreed or judicially

ipicting conditions at the Premises relevant to the

110 -
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Cube 3 objects to this Request on the grounds it is vague, overly broad, and unduly
burdensome. This request is overly broad and not limited in scope by time or subject matter
because it seeks “all photographs, videos, or visual records depicting conditions at the
Premises relevant to the allegations in ‘||‘:he Complaint” without specifying which conditions,
time periods, or particular allegations: are at issue. The request is also vague as to what
constitutes “relevant” conditions, and the term “Premises™ is not defined with reasonable
particularity. Thus, this request seeks to reach far beyond the scope of the instant case,
Cube 3’s involvement with Meriel Murina Bay and what is reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence.

RESPONSE NO. 12:

Subject to, and without waiving, the foregoing objections, Cube 3 will identify and produce
any responsive documents, including, to the extent that any item in this Response No. 12
may include photos, videos or visual records: (a) architectural design drawings and
specifications; (b) contractors’ requests for information and Cube 3’s responses; and (c)
communications concerning design, construction, observations, and related materials. Such
documents, if any, will be produced after entry of, and in accordance with, a mutually
agreed or judicially imposed Protectiv: Order.

REQUEST IN DECEMBER 23, 2025 EMAII,

Note: The body of an email sent by the Plaintiffs on December 23, 2025 contains a further request
for production of documents, stating: -

Pursuant to Mass. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(2), Plaintiff hereby requests disclosure of any and all
insurance agreements under which an insurer may be liable to satisfy part or all of a
judgment entered in this action, or to indemnify or reimburse for payments made to
satisfy such a judgment.

Please provide, for each applicable policy:

1. The name of the insurer;

2. Policy number(s);

3. Policy period(s);

4. Coverage limits, including any applicable aggregate limits;

5. Any endorsements or exclusions relzvant to the claims asserted; and

6. Copies of any reservation-of-rights or denial letters relating to this matter.

This request includes, but is not limited to, commercial general liability, professional
liability, errors and omissions, umbrella, excess, or any other policies that may provide
coverage.

See EXHIBIT A.

OBJECTION:

#11 -
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Cube 3 objects to this request to the xtent it seeks discovery beyond that permitted by
Rule 26(b)(2). Cube 3 objections to this request to the extent it seeks documents that are
outside the scope of discovery, including, without limitation, insurance premiums paid for
coverage, and, as such, any documetits produced in response to this request will have
insurance premiums redacted. ‘

RESPONSE TO REQUEST IN DECEMBER 23, 2025 EMAIL:

Subject to, and without waiving, the foregoing objections, a) Cube 3 chooses to disclose
certain points of insurance information, which will be served upon the Plaintiffs in
expeditious manner; b) Cube 3 will identify and produce any responsive insurance
'mformatlon related to the Project that | is in its possession.

ube 3 Studio, LLC,
y its attorneys,

/‘||;/ Michael Schaefer, Esq.

Michael Schaefer (BBO No.: 711910)
mschaefer@mgmlaw com

MG+M The Law Firm

125 High Street, Oliver Street Tower, 6™ Floor
Boston, MA 02110

(617) 406-4500

+12-
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CERTIFI(IE!ATE OF SERVICE
. i
I hereby certify that on January 22, 12026, I served a true and accurate copy of the
foregoing document upon the named plaintiffs via email and first-class mail as follows:

Sandra Fernandez IDe Villavicencio, Individually
K. F., c¢/o Sandra [Fernandez De Villavicencio
550 Liberty Street, Unit 905
Brainiree, MA 02184
sandrevial4(@yahoo.com

!

|

/s/ Michael Schaefer

: Michael Schaefer

-13-
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Yue Zheng -

From: Yue Zheng

Sent: Thursday, February 5, 2026 10:32 AM

To: sandra fernandez

Cc: Michael P. Schaefer

Subject: RE: KF and SF v. Cube 3. 2577CV01253 | Cube 3's Production of Insurance Information
Hi Sandra,

To follow up on the production below, were you able t: access the insurance documents in the link below? My
system isn’t showing a download by anyone. Thanks.

Yue Zheng | MG+M The Law Firm

Associate

617 406 4647 | YZheng@mgmlaw.com .

125 High Street, Oliver Street Tower, 6th Floor, Boston, MA 02110

This email and any attachments are confidential, intended only for the named recipient{s) and m.ay contain information that is privileged, attorney

work product or cenfidential information. If you have received this message in error or are nota 1amed recipient, please delete it without distributing
or copying, and nofify the sender immediately. Access by any other party is unauthorized withou", the express prior written permission of the sender.

. From: Yue Zheng <YZheng@mgmlaw.com>

Sent: Tuesday, February 3, 2026 2:40 PM

To: sandra fernandez <sandreval4@yahoo.com>

Subject: KF and SF v. Cube 3, 2577CV01253 | Cube 3's Production of Insurance Information

Dear Ms. Fernandez:

Please download Cube 3’s insurance information in this link: https://mzmlaw.shareﬁle.com/.
. Note that ther e are redactions in the document.

Please acknowledge_receip_t and let me know if you have any problems accessing the documents. Thanks.

Yue Zheng | MG+M The Law Firm

Associate

617 406 4647 | YZheng@mgmlaw.com

125 High Street, Oliver Street Tower, 6th Floor, Boston, NA 02110

This email and any attachments are confidential, intended only for the named recipient(s) and r ay contain information that is privileged, attorney
work product er confidential information. If you have received this message in eror or are nota ( 1amed recipient, please delete it without distributing
or copying, and nofify the sender immediately. Access by any other party is unauthorized withot1! the express prior written permission of the sender.
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Yue Zheng | |

From: : ' Yue Zheng

Sent: Tuesday, February 10, 2026 11:15 AM

To: ‘ " sandra fernandez _ ,
Subject: RE: Informal ideas regaiding sensitive information

Thanks. Received. I'll put this to the team.

Also, did you receive our insurance documents? We ernailed it recently They are downloadble from a llnk Here’s
‘the email again:

* Yue Zheng | MG+M The Law Firm
Associate
617 406 4647 | YZheng@mgmlaw.com
125 High Street, Oliver Street Tower, 6th Floor, Boston, MA 02110

This email and any attach ts are tial, intended only for the named recipient(s) and mny contain information that is privileged, attorney
work preduct or confidential information. If you have received this message in error or are not a t'amed recipient, please delete it without distributing

or copying, and notify the sender immediately. Access by any other party is unauthorized wﬂhoui the express prior written psrmission of the sender.
i

From: Yue Zheng YZheng@mgmlaw.com |

Sent: Tuesday, February 3, 2026 2:40 PM

To: sandra fernandez sandreval4 @yahoo.com

Subject: KF and SF v. Cube 3, 2577CV01253 | Cube 3's Production of Insurance Information

Dear Ms. Fernandez:

Please download Cube 3’s insurance information in th is link: https://mgmlaw.sharefile. gomj.
. Note that ther? are redactions in the document.

Please acknowledge receipt and let me know if you hale any problems accessing the documents. Thanks.

(Email signature omitted in this quote). i




