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INTRODUCTION

Defendant Andrews Sporting Goods, Inc., dba Turners Outdoorsman and SG Distributing, Inc.
(collectively “Defendants”), hereby reply to Plaintiffs’ Memorandum of Points and Authorities in
Opposition to Andrews’ Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings (“Opposition”). Defendants are named in
two of the three coordinated Firearms Cases (the San Francisco First Amended Complaint (“FAC”) does
not name them). In the other cases, plaintiffs bring 26 claims: nine for public nuisance under Code of Civil
Procedure section 731 ("Section 731"); 12 for unfair business practices under Business and Professions
Code, section 17200 (“Section 17200"); and, five for false advertising under Business Practices under
Business and Professions Code, section 17500 (“Section 17500"). Off those 26 claims, Defendants
challenged 21, based on lack of standing. Plaintiffs, after informing this Court that “Andrews arguments
are without merit” (Opposition at p.1, line 12), have conceded, ignored, or backed away from 12 of those

claims. They are wrong on the rest.

ARGUMENT
L DEFENDANTS CONTEND, AND PLAINTIFFS CONCEDE, THAT DEFENDANTS ARE

NOT PARTIES TO THE SAN FRANCISCO COMPLAINT.

Plaintiffs assert that Defendants “gloss over” the “fatal fact” that the San Francisco FAC does not
name them as defendants. (Opposition at p.2, lines 1-5) Defendants addressed that complaint by way of
footnotes, for the edification of this Court (which may consider the standing issues sua sponte) and other
defendants in this action who were improperly sued by some San Francisco plaintiffs who lack standing.

The fact that Defendants are not named in the San Francisco case is “fatal” to plaintiffs, not Defendants.

IL PLAINTIFFS IN THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY COMPLAINT BROUGHT THEIR
PUBLIC NUISANCE ACTION PURSUANT TO SECTION 731, BUT FAILED TO
COMPLY WITH ITS STANDING PROVISIONS.

Plaintiffs brought their public nuisance claims against Defendants pursuant to Code of Civil
Procedure Section 731, which provides, in pertinent part, as follows:
731 . ... Acivil action may be brought in the name of the people of the State of California

to abate a public nuisance, as the same is defined in section thirty-four hundred and eighty
of the Civil Code, by the district attorney of any county in which such nuisance exists, or by
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the city attorney of any town or city in which such nuisance exists . . . . (Code Civ. Proc., §

731)(emphasis added)

The cases cited in Defendants’ moving papers hold that the standing provisions for public nuisance
actions under Section 731 have been narrowly construed to include only those public officers listed, i.e.,
district attorneys and city attorneys. Plaintiffs have cited no case authority to the contrary, only argument.
Their arguments fail to overcome the plain meaning of the statute or the case law interpreting it.

A. Plaintiffs Concede That The County And Its Supervisors Lack Standing to Bring a

Nuisance Action on Behalf of The General Public

Plaintiffs evidently concede (and do not bother addressing) Defendants’ contention that neither Los
Angeles County nor its Supervisors can bring a public nuisance cause of action on behalf of the general
public because such actions must be brought in the name of the People of the State of California (CCP
§ 731). The County (on one count) and its Supervisors fail to do so. Accordingly, the Court should enter
judgment in favor of Defendants on the four public nuisance causes brought by the County and Supervisors
Molina, Yaroslavsky and Burke, on behalf of the general public.

B. The County, in Its Own Name, Lacks Standing to Bring a Public Nuisance Claim:

That Claim Must Be Brought Through The District Attorney

Plaintiffs argue that the County has standing because County Counsel, although not listed in
Section 731, is nonetheless a proper party because of a general provision in the Los Angeles County
Charter giving county counsel authority over civil matters. This argument fails for at least the four reasons
discussed below. First, the County Counsel is not a party; the Complaint was brought in the name of the
County, only, not by any officer thereof. Second, as noted above, the County is not a person and cannot
bring this claim on behalf of the general public. Third, the County is not a proper “relator.” Finally, even if
the County had brought this claim by and through it’s County Counsel, County Counsel lacks standing
because this general authority under the Los Angeles County Charter to bring actions on behalf of the
County is subject to the specific provisions of Section 731, as well as cases interpreting that section.

1. Los Angeles County Counsel Is Not a Party to this Action

The Los Angeles County Counsel is not a party to this action, proper or otherwise. The complaint

is in the name of (1) People of the State of California, ex rel. the County of Los Angeles, and (2) County of
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Los Angeles, on behalf of itself and the general public. The County failed to bring its action by or through
any County official (as other entities properly did, e.g., the City of Los Angeles by and through its City
Attorney). Thus, County Counsel is not a party; plaintiffs’ reliance on that false premise are misplaced.
2. The County Cannot Bring This Claim on Behalf of Itself or the General Public
Under the plain terms of Section 731, the County cannot bring a public nuisance action in its own
name because “a county is neither a person, nor a corporation, nor a municipal corporation; it is a
subdivision of the state.” (Estate of Miller (1936) 5 Cal.2d 588, 597 [55 P.2d 491].) It must bring its
nuisance claim by and through its District Attorney, on behalf of the People (not itself or the general
public), as mandated by Section 731.
3. The County Is Not a Proper Relator
Further, as noted in Defendants’ moving papers, the county is not a proper relator (Motion at p. 5,
note 2). One has to search back to the 1800's and early 1900's to find cases wherein a County serves as the
relator (“ex rel.”) for the State, i.e., to a time before the legislature enacted standing provisions such as
Section 731. Simply put, the proper plaintiff herein would be (at present) “The People of the State of
California, ex rel. Lloyd Pellman, County Counsel” similar to how the city fashioned its complaint: “The
People of the State of California by and through James K. Hahn, City Attorney.” The City of Los Angeles
complied with Section 731, and Defendants acknowledge as much. On the other hand, Los Angeles
County failed to comply, and should therefore not be permitted to proceed with its public nuisance claim.
4. Even If County Counsel Were a Party, He Lacks Standing Under the Specific
Provision of Section 731: Plaintiffs’ Efforts to Avoid the Supreme Court’s
Holding in Simpson Are Unavailing
For the sake of argument, Defendants will address plaintiffs’ assertion that County Counsel would
have standing to bring a public nuisance claim.! Because maintaining a public nuisance constitutes a
misdemeanor (Peal Code § 372) and an action to abate a public nuisance is brought in the name of the
People (Code Civ. Proc., § 731) the state legislature determined (and case law recognizes) that public

nuisance abatement is the province of public prosecutors, i.e., district and city attorneys, as outlined below.

! Plaintiffs twice state that the Board of Supervisors “directed” County Counsel to “prosecute this nuisance action,”
citing Exhibit A to its Request for Judicial Notice. But Exhibit A only authorizes county counsel to “initiate appropriate
lawsuits” against the firearms industry. The words “public nuisance” are nowhere to be found.
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The Los Angeles County Counsel gets his authority from the Los Angeles County Charter, not the
Government Code sections cited by and relied upon by plaintiffs. (Board of Sup'rs of Los Angeles County
v. Simpson (1951) 36 Cal.2d 671, 674 [227 P.2d 14] (“Apparently the county counsel of Los Angeles is
appointed pursuant to its charter . . . rather than the . . . Government Code. That being true, the provisions
of the Government Code relating to county counsel would not apply.”).) Moreover, that authority is
subject to specific state laws and cases interpreting those laws, which carve out an exception to a county
counsel’s general authority over civil actions when it comes to abating a public nuisance. (Id. at 673) As
the California Supreme Court held in Simpson:

Thus, the particular duty with respect to abatement of public nuisances is that of the

district attorney. That is a factor with some significance as a particular statutory provision

[Section 731] should prevail over a general one. (Civ. Code § 3534; Code Civ. Proc. §

1859) (Zd. at 673) (emphasis added)

The above holding is unambiguous. Further, the Supreme Court did not limit its holding when it
went on to explain that “[e]ven if it be assumed that the provisions of the Government Code on county
counsel apply to the Los Angeles county counsel, still properly construed, the duty rests upon the district
attorney.” (/d. at 674) Thus, after holding that nuisance abatement was the province of public prosecutors,
the Court explained why that was particularly obvious in the context of the Red Light Abatement Act. The
Court did not limit the holding quoted above to Red Light Abatement cases, however, it simply found
further support for its holding under the circumstances.

Plaintiffs attempt to limit the unambiguous holding in Simpson, and cite a decidedly “off-point”
case for support. Plaintiffs state that “Not surprisingly, the court in Rauber described the holding of
Simpson as being limited to the district attorney having ‘the responsibility to bring civil red-light
abatement actions.” 229 Cal.App.3d at 948.” (Opposition at p. 6, lines 4-6). It may not be surprising to
plaintiffs, but it would be to the Rauber court, because it neither analyzed nor limited Simpson. Rather, the
court in Rauber—a case which had nothing to do with public nuisance abatement or interpretation of
Section 731-simply cited Simpson as an example of a case where a district attorney engaged in “functions
not amounting to the prosecution of a criminal offense.” (Rauber v. Herman (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 942,
948 [280 Cal.Rptr. 785].) The issue in Rauber was whether the district attorney had exceeded its authority

by representing the county in a hearing about plaintiffs’ alleged receipt of overpayments under certain
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welfare programs (/d. at 945). In short, the passing reference to Simpson was in the nature of dicta, and did
not “limit” the holding in Simpson. In any event, dicta in an appellate court decision regarding welfare
abuse can hardly limit an unambiguous Supreme Court decision about which county officer is charged with
abating public nuisances. Accordingly, plaintiffs’ reliance on Rauber is misplaced.

In contrast, People v. Parmar (2001) 86 Cal. App.4™ 781[104 Cal.Rptr.2d 31], which plaintiffs
summarily dismiss as “irrelevant,” did concern nuisance abatement, as well as the district attorney’s
authority to bring an abatement action. The court spent nearly a full page (and under a separate heading)
analyzing the nature of the district attorney’s office, public nuisance abatement actions, and the provisions
of Section 731-the very issues considered here, and concluded in clear terms, as follows:

2. The nature of the district attorney's office

When county counsel is employed, most, but not all, of the district attorney's civil functions

are performed by the county counsel. However, the district attorney retains some civil

law duties, including nuisance abatement. (/d. at 798) (emphasis added)

Finally, plaintiffs fail even to address Lamont Storm Water Dist. v. Pavich (App.5 Dist. 2000) 78
Cal.App.4™ 1081 [93 Cal.Rptr.2d 288], wherein the court found that the general statutory provisions
allowing a public entity (the storm water district, in that case) to sue and be sued were subject to the
specific provisions of Section 731 in matters of nuisance abatement. Citing Section 731, the court held
that the district lacked standing to bring an abatement action on its own. (Id. at pp. 1084-1085.)

In sum, Los Angeles County cannot bring a nuisance claim in its own name, nor as a “relator” to
the State, nor on behalf of the general public. Further, Los Angeles County Counsel is not a party to this
action (one need only look at the caption on the Complaint to verify this point). Even if he were, he would
not have standing to bring the public nuisance claim under Section 731, based on the plain language of the
statute and the California Supreme Court’s holding in Simpson. Thus, if the County wishes to proceed
with its nuisance claim, it must discuss the matter with District Attorney Steve Cooley. At this late date,
and given that other plaintiffs in these coordinated Firearms Cases properly pled a nuisance cause of
action, Defendants respectively request that this Court enter judgment against Los Angeles County and its
three Supervisors on their defectively pled nuisance claims.

/17
/17
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III. OF THE TWELVE PLAINTIFFS WHO BROUGHT BUSINESS AND PROFESSION
CODE SECTION 17200 ACTIONS AGAINST DEFENDANTS, ONLY ONE COMPLIED
WITH THE STANDING PROVISIONS OF SECTION 17204
Plaintiffs inform this Court that Defendants’ principal complaint here is that public officials cannot

bring a Section 17200 claim as “persons” on behalf of the general public. (Opposition at p. 7, lines 10-13.)

In reality, Defendants contend that only one of the seven plaintiffs in the Los Angeles City Complaint and

none of the plaintiffs in the Los Angeles County Complaint have standing. Only six of those are arguably

“persons” under the standing provisions of Section 17204: a city attorney, two mayors, and three

Supervisors. Plaintiffs either concede or ignore Defendants’ standing objections, as outlined below.

A. Plaintiffs Concede That City Attorneys for Compton, Inglewood, and West Hollywood
Lack Standing to Bring a Section 17200 Action

Plaintiffs concede that city attorneys for Compton, Inglewood and West Hollywood lack standing
to bring claims under Section 17204 because they failed to obtain consent of the district attorney, as
required. Though plaintiffs represented they would obtain consent, they have yet to provide it. Plaintiffs
did submit a fax letter from a deputy district attorney in West Hollywood (see Exhibit E to Request for
Judicial Notice). Section 17204, however, calls for the consent of “the district attorney,” not a deputy
district attorney nor anyone else from the district attorney’s office. Thus, to date, none of the subject city
attorneys have standing, and judgment against them should be entered on their Section 17200 claims.

B. Plaintiffs Fail to Address Los Angeles County’s Lack of Standing

As with its public nuisance claim, the County of Los Angeles attempts to bring—in its own name—its
Section 17200 action on behalf of the State, itself, and the general public. In doing so, the County fails to
comply with the specific standing provisions of Section 17204. As noted in Defendants’ motion (and in
the standing statute, itself) only the Attorney General and, under certain conditions, district attorneys, city
attorneys, and county counsel can bring a Section 17200 action in the name of the People, and only
“persons” can bring such an action on behalf of the general public. The County is none of those things.

The County attempts to gloss over the fact that it did not bring this action “by or through” its
County Counsel or any other county official, asserting in its Opposition (without explanation) that County
Counsel is the named plaintiff. Even if the County had brought this claim through its County Counsel,

however, the pleadings are still defective because the County fails to allege that its County Counsel
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obtained authorization “by agreement with the district attorney” in an action “involving violation of a
county ordinance,” as required under Section 17204(3). Other counties did, Los Angeles County did not.
Consequently, Los Angeles County lacks standing to bring the action as pled, or even through its County
Counsel, as it mistakenly claims it did in its Opposition.

C. Plaintiffs’ Claim That Public Officials Are “Persons” under Section 17204 Negates the
Remaining Provisions of That Section

Plaintiffs contend, erroneously, that Defendants cite no authority to support their position that
government entities lack standing to bring an action under Section 17200, and that only certain government
officials, i.e., those named in that section, have standing. On the contrary, Defendants cite, and plaintiffs
fail to refute, Santa Monica Rent Control Bd. v. Bluvshtein (1991) 230 Cal.App.3d 308, which holds that a
government agency is not a “person” authorized to bring a suit under Section 17200. Defendants also cite
Witkin’s analysis of this topic, and incorporate the cases cited therein. Because plaintiffs dismiss this as
some “loose language in Witkin,” Defendants include it here, in full:

Based on its analysis, Witkin concludes that neither government entities nor government officials
are “persons” under Section 17204, and can neither sue or be sued under Section 17200, as set forth below:

b-1. [§ 95A] (New) Parties to Actions.

(1) In General. The Unfair Competition Law (UCL) expressly authorizes the Attorney

General, district attorneys, city prosecutors, and county counsel to bring actions for

injunctions and other relief (B. & P.C. 17204) and actions to impose civil penalties (B. &

P.C. 17206, 17207) for violations.

Whether other individuals or entities may sue or be sued for violations depends on whether

they qualify as a "person" within the meaning of the statute. That term is defined as

"natural persons, corporations, firms, partnerships, joint stock companies, associations, and

other organizations of persons.” (B. & P.C. 17201; see B. & P.C. 17203 ["person" engaging

in unfair competition may be enjoined]; B. & P.C. 17204 ["person" acting for itself or

general public may enjoin unfair competition]; . . .

(2) Government Officers or Entities as Parties. With the exception of the government

attorneys expressly authorized to bring actions under the UCL. government officers or

entities generally may not sue or be sued. The following are illustrative:

(a) A county was not a "person" subject to suit under the Act for its hospital's allegedly
unfair practice in competing with private hospitals for paying patients. In the absence of

2 An example of a properly pled action on behalf of a county through its county counsel can be seen in the San
Francisco case, where County Counsel for San Mateo County alleged authorization by the District Attorney and specifically
cited to a county ordinance violation. (San Francisco FAC Y9 4 and 47) This has been brought to Los Angeles County’s attention
on several occasions, yet it continues to ignore this defect and, impliedly, asks this Court to do the same.

7
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express words to the contrary, neither the state nor its subdivisions are included within the
general words of a statute, if to do so would infringe on sovereign governmental powers. In
the context of a county-operated hospital, guarding the public health was within the county's
sovereign powers. (Community Memorial Hosp. of San Buena Ventura v. Ventura (1996)
50 Cal.App.4th 199, 209, 56 C.R.2d 732.)

(b) The California State Lottery Commission, as a governmental entity, was not a "person”
under the Act, and thus could not be sued for unfair competition based on operating and
promoting a game subsequently found to be illegal. (Janis v. California State Lottery Com.
(1998) 68 Cal.App.4th 824, 831, 80 C.R.2d 549; Trinkle v. California State Lottery (1999)
71 Cal.App.4th 1198, 1202, 84 C.R.2d 496.)

(c) The University of California is a governmental entity, not a person, under the Act. Thus,
it could not be sued for unfair competition by anesthesiologists at a medical center acquired
by the university based on the university's decision to restrict anesthesia services to
university faculty members. (California Med. Assn. v. Regents of Univ. of Calif. (2000) 79
Cal.App.4th 542, 550, 94 C.R.2d 194.)

(d) A city rent control board, as a governmental agency. did not satisfy the statutory
definition of person, and thus could not sue owners of a residential building for unfair
competition based on violation of laws relating to tract maps and to permits to withdraw
rental units from the market. (Santa Monica Rent Control Bd. v. Bluvshtein (1991) 230
Cal. App.3d 308, 318, 281 C.R. 298.) (11 Witkin, Summary 9th (2002 supp.) Equity, § 95A,
p. 450)(underline added).

In sum, Defendants find support for their arguments in the plain language of the standing
provisions (e.g., why impose specific limitations on which public officials can use tax dollars to bring a
Section 17200 action on behalf of the People, if any public official can circumvent those provisions, and
still avail itself of tax payer funds, by claiming to act on behalf of the general public?), in case law on point
(e.g., Santa Monica Rent Control Board, holding that government agencies are not “persons” under
Section 17204), and in well-reasoned analysis of the leading secondary authority on California law.

In stark contrast, plaintiffs have offered no specific statutory language, case law, or secondary
authority to support their position that public entities, such as Los Angeles County, or public officials, such
as City Attorneys, Mayors, and Supervisors, can bring a Section 17200 action as “persons” under Section
17204. Their argument can be summed up as follows: “Some other plaintiffs did it and their defendants
didn’t object.” These Defendants do object. The fact that defendants in two other cases did not has
absolutely no precedential value, and should be disregarded by this Court. It is irrelevant; the issue at hand

was not considered by those courts.>

3 Plaintiffs also assert that public “officers” can sue on behalf of the general public, citing language in 17204 (in italics,
below) that provides standing “with the consent of the district attorney, BY a city attorney in any city and county in the name of
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Accordingly, Defendants respectfully request that judgment be entered against all plaintiffs in the
Los Angeles County Complaint and the Los Angeles City FAC on the Section 17200 claims, with the

exception of the claim properly brought by the Los Angeles City Attorney.

IV.  PLAINTIFFS CONCEDE THAT PENALTIES UNDER SECTION 17206, IF ANY, ARE
AVAILABLE ONLY TO THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES
Although plaintiffs inexplicably state that their complaints are properly pled regarding civil
penalties, they nonetheless concede that none of the Los Angeles County plaintiffs, and only one Los
Angeles City plaintiff (the Los Angeles City Attorney), have standing to seek such penalties under Section

17206. Because plaintiffs concede this point, Defendants will not address their “properly pled” assertion.

V. PLAINTIFFS POSITION ON THEIR SECTION 17500 CLAIMS IS UNCLEAR; THEY
APPEAR TO WITHDRAW MOST CLAIMS, OR ASSERT THEY NEVER BROUGHT
THEM IN THE FIRST INSTANCE
The Los Angeles City First Amended Complaint does not contain a Section 17500 claim. All

plaintiffs in the Los Angeles County Complaint, however, purport to bring such an action (See Los

Angeles County Complaint, caption and § 12). Curiously, plaintiffs’ position, however, is that the

Supervisors in the Los Angeles County Complaint have not brought such actions. Plaintiffs conclude that

“the city attorneys in the City of Los Angeles action, No. BC 210894, and the County Counsel in the

County of Los Angeles action, have standing to bring this action.” (Opposition at p. 11, lines 1-4)* Because

only the Los Angeles County plaintiffs brought Section 17500 claims against Defendants, Defendants will

limit their discussion to those claims.

Plaintiffs seem to bring a Section 17500 claim (see Complaint at 9 12, the Third Cause of Action at

the people of the State of California upon their own complaint or upon the complaint of any board, officer, person, corporation
or association or BY any person acting for the interests of itself, its members or the general public.” (Opposition at p. 9, line 19
to p. 10, line 4) But the “officers” plaintiffs refer to must have their complaints brought “by a city attorney . . . in the name of the
people.” In other words, they are subject to the provisions following the first “by,” not the second “by,” in the above-quoted text
(as noted in bold caps). Plaintiffs would like the italicized phrase to come after the second “by,” thus permitting their claims in
the name of the general public, but it does not, as a matter of statutory construction.

* Defendants will assume that plaintiffs simply confused the Los Angeles City FAC with the San Francisco City FAC.
The city attorneys and county counsel in the latter complaint properly pled Section 17500 claims on behalf of the People.

9
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99 157-159, and Prayer for Relief), but apparently never intended to do so, or now withdraw those claims.
Ironically, plaintiffs contend that Los Angeles County Counsel-who is not a party—is the only plaintiff now
bringing a claim under Section 17500. (Opposition at p. 11, lines 1-4) plaintiffs have not, however,
formally dismissed the 17500 claims made in the Los Angeles County Complaint and, accordingly,
Defendants incorporate herein the arguments stated above in Section III and their contention that neither
the County, in its own name, nor the Supervisors have standing to bring a Section 17500 claim.

CONCLUSION

Based on the analysis above, Defendants respectfully ask this Court to grant their motion and enter
judgment against the following plaintiffs on the claims listed below (defects underlined):

NUISANCE CAUSE OF ACTION:
Los Angeles County Suit:
(1) People of the State of California, ex rel. County of Los Angeles; o em=
(2) Los Angeles County on behalf of itself and the general public; ¢ e=
(3) Supervisor Gloria Molina on behalf of the general public; e &
(4) Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky on behalf of the general public; and ® ®
(5) Supervisor Yvonne Brathwaite Burke on behalf of the general public. o

[UNFAIR BUSINESS PRACTICE, SECTION 17200:

Los Angeles County Suit:

(1) People of the State of California, ex rel. County of Los Angeles; & ¢

(2) Los Angeles County on behalf of itself and the general public; e e

(3) Supervisor Gloria Molina on behalf of the general public; « = £

(4) Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky on behalf of the general public; and & ®= {

(5) Supervisor Yvonne Brathwaite Burke on behalf of the general public. ® &=

Los Angeles City Suit:

(6) Legrand H. Clegg I, City Attorney of Compton, on behalf of the State [<750,000]; o
(7) Charles E. Dickerson III, City Attorney of Inglewood, on behalf of the State [<750,000]; ‘f
(8) Legrand H. Clegg II, City Attorney of Compton, on behalf of the general public; ==
(9) Roosevelt Dorn, Mayor of Inglewood, on behalf of the general public; =

(10) John Heilman, Mayor of West Hollywood, on behalf of the general public; e=

FALSE ADVERTISING, SECTION 17500:

(1) People of the State of California, ex rel. County of Los Angeles;

(2) Los Angeles County on behalf of itself and the general public;

(3) Supervisor Gloria Molina on behalf of the general public; e

(4) Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky on behalf of the general public; and e
(5) Supervisor Yvonne Brathwaite Burke on behalf of the general public. ==

Dated: February 24, 2003 TRUTANICH * MICHEL, LLP

C.D.Michel
C. D. Michel,
Attorney for Defendants
Andrews Sporting Goods, Inc.
and S.G. Distributing, Inc.
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2003, at San Pedro, California.

11

PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
I, Haydee Villegas, declare:

1. That I am employed in the City of San Pedro, Los Angeles County, California. I am over the age
eighteen (18) years and am not a party to the within action. My business address is 407 North
Harbor Boulevard, San Pedro, California 90731.

2. On February 24, 2003, I served the foregoing document(s) described as REPLY BRIEF TO

OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT ANDREWS SPORTING GOODS’ AND S.G.
DISTRIBUTING’S MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS on the interested
parties in this action by JusticeLink Electronic filing on all persons appearing on the Service List.

I declare under penalty that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed this 2f1th day of February,

, Haydee Villegas

Reply Brief to Opposition to Motion for Judement on the Pleadinos
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