UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Securities and Exchange Comission v. Eng Taing and Touzi Capital,

LLC

SEC v. Eng Taing - No. 3:24-cv-02179-CAB-VET - Decided April 17, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California denied Vince Faridani’s motion

to intervene as of right in the Securities and Exchange Commission’s enforcement action against Eng

Taing and Touzi Capital, LL.C. The court held that although Faridani had a significantly protectable

investment interest, he failed to show that the SEC inadequately represented his interests.
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Proposed intervenor Vince Faridani moved to intervene as a matter of
right under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24(a) in the SEC's

enforcement action against Eng Taing and Touzi Capital, LLC.

A proposed intervenor bears the burden of satisfying all four
requirements for intervention as of right under Rule 24(a): timeliness,
a significantly protectable interest, potential impairment of the interest,
and inadequate representation. Failure to satisfy any one requirement

is fatal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Faridani satisfied the requirements for intervention as of right under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 24(a).

2. Whether Faridani showed that the SEC inadequately represented his interest when he and the SEC
shared the ultimate objective of maximizing distributions to defrauded investors and deterring future

fraud.

HOLDINGS

1. Faridani demonstrated a significantly protectable interest because his claimed investment was a legally

protected property interest directly related to the SEC's claims concerning allegedly ill-gotten gains.

2. Faridani failed to establish inadequate representation because he shared the SEC's ultimate objective and

made only conclusory assertions that the SEC would not adequately protect his interests.

3. The motion to intervene was denied because Faridani failed to satisfy the inadequate-representation

requirement of Rule 24(a).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“An applicant’s failure to satisfy any one of the requirements is fatal to the application, and [the court] need

not reach the remaining elements if one of the elements is not satisfied.” (2)

“The “most important factor . . . is how the [proposed intervenor’s] interest compares with the interests of

existing parties.”” (2)

“As Faridani shares the same ultimate objective as the SEC, he must show that the SEC’s representation will

be inadequate.” (3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The SEC brought an enforcement action alleging fraud by Eng Taing and Touzi Capital, LL.C, including false
representations to investors about the use of investor funds and the company's investment business. Touzi
Capital allegedly collapsed, and investors were unable to communicate with the company or Taing. Faridani
claimed a personal financial interest arising from his investments and sought intervention to protect his

investment, preserve Defendants' assets, and obtain an equitable recovery.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The SEC filed an enforcement complaint alleging that Defendants made false representations to investors
concerning the use of investor funds and their investment business. Faridani, an investor, moved to intervene to
protect his claimed financial interest. The district court denied the motion, concluding that although Faridani
established a significantly protectable interest, he failed to show that the SEC inadequately represented that

interest.
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