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DECLARATION OF SCOTT M. FRANKLIN
I, Scott M. Franklin, declare:

1. I am an attorney at law admitted to practice before all courts of the state of
California. I have personal knowledge of each matter and the facts stated herein as a result of my
employment with Michel & Associates, P.C., attorneys for Plaintiffs/Petitioners (“Plaintiffs”), and
if called upon and sworn as a witness, I could and would testify competently thereto.

2. Exhibit 1 to this Declaration is a true and correct copy of the Motion to Compel
Further Responses to Form Interrogatories, Set One, Propounded on Defendants Kamala Harris
and Stephen Lindley (the “Motion to Compel”) dated February 17, 2015. Exhibit 1A is a true and
correct copy of the declaration filed in support of the Motion to Compel, which complies with
Code of Civil Procedure section 2016.040.

3. Exhibit 2 to this Declaration is a true and correct copy of the Opposition (filed in
opposition to the Motion to Compel) dated April 6, 2015.

4, Exhibit 3 to this Declaration is a true and correct copy of the Reply (filed in
support of the Motion to Compel), dated April 14, 2015. Exhibit 3A is a true and correct copy of
the declaration filed in support of the Reply.

5. Exhibit 4 to this declaration is a true and correct copy of the Court’s Order after
Hearing dated July 20, 2015.

6. Exhibit 5 to this Declaration is a true and correct copy of the Court’s Ruling after
Additional Briefs dated August 31, 2015.

7. Exhibit 6 to this Declaration is a true and correct copy of the First Amended
Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief and Petition for Writ of Mandamus (“FAC”)
dated December 30, 2015.

8. Exhibit 7 to this Declaration is a true and correct copy of the Court’s Order after
Hearing, dated December 23, 2015.

9. Exhibit 8 to this Declaration is a true and correct copy of excerpts of Defendants’
Amended Responses to Requests for Admissions (Set One), dated January 22, 2015.

10. I Spoke with Defendants’ counsel, Mr. Anthony Hakl, several times about the
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possibility of Plaintiffs filing a renewal motion based on the Motion to Compel. Specifically, we
discussed whether a renewal motion is available in the unique situation at issue, and whether
Plaintiffs could obtain any additional value if they repropounded the relevant discovery in an
abundance of caution, even though we agreed that doing so would not change the positions taken
in the parties’ previously filed Motion to Compel briefing. The parties ultimately agreed that
Plaintiffs would file a renewal motion (instead of starting a new but duplicative round of
discovery) and that the parties would stipulate to the Court resolving the matter on an expedited
basis without additional briefing.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of California that the foregoing is true
and correct, and that this Declaration was executed on January 22, 2016, at Long Beach,

California.

bt

/860’[’[ M. Franklin
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SACRAMENTQ

CASE NO. 34-2013-80001667

NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION TO
COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES TO
FORM INTERROGATORIES, SET ONE,
PROPOUNDED ON DEFENDANTS
KAMALA HARRIS AND STEPHEN
LINDLEY; MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT

THEREOF

Date:

Time:
Dept.:

04/24/15
9:00 a.m.
31

Action filed: 10/16/2013

1

TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on April 24, 2015, at 9:00 a.m. or as soon thereafter as the
matter may be heard, in Department 31 of the Sacramento County Superior Court, located at 720
9th Street, Sacramento, CA 95814, Plaintiffs/Petitioners David Gentry, James Parker, Mark
Midlam, James Bass, and Calguns Shooting Sports Association (collectively “Plaintiffs”) will and
hereby do move this Court for an order compelling Defendants/Respondents Kamala Harris and

Stephen Lindley (“Defendants™) to produce further responses to Plaintiffs’ Form Interrogatories,

MOTION TO COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES TO FORM INTERROGATORIES
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Set One, propounded on Defendants on May 14, 2014,

This Motion is brought pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure sections 2030.220(a) and
2030.300(a)(1) on the grounds that Defendants have provided evasive and incomplete statements
in responses to certain interrogatories propounded by the Plaintiffs. A declaration in conformance
with Code of Civil Procedure section 2016.040 is provided herewith.

This Motion is based upon this notice, the attached memorandum of points and
authorities, the supporting Declaration of Scott M. Franklin, the separate statement of disputed
issues concurrently served and filed with this Motion, upon all papers and pleadings currently on
file with the Court, and upon such oral and documentary evidence as may be presented to the
Court at the time of the hearing.

Please take further notice that pursuant to Local Rule 1.06(A), the court will make a
tentative ruling on the merits of this matter by 2:00 p.m., the court day before the hearing. The
complete text of the tentative rulings for the department may be downloaded off the court’s
website. If the party does not have online access, they may call the dedicated phone number for
the department referenced in the local telephone directory between the hours 0f2:00 p.m. and 4:00
p.m. on the court day before the hearing and receive the tentative ruling. If you do not call the
court and the opposing party by 4:00 p.m. the court day before the hearing, no hearing will be
held.

Dated: February 17, 2015 MICHEL & ASSOCIATES, P.C.

o)

Sc&?z/M. Franklin, Attorney for Plaintiffs
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I. INTRODUCTION

This Motion concerns certain response(s)' to Form Interrogatory No. 17.1. Because

Defendants’ responses are improperly evasive, the Motion should be granted.
II. STATEMENT OF FACTS

Plaintiffs served a first set of Form Interrogatories (“FI”’) on Defendants on May 14, 2014,
(Declaration of Scott M. Franklin In Support of Motion to Compel Further Responses to Form
Interrogatories, Set One, Propounded on Defendants Kamala Harris and Stephen Lindley [the
“Franklin Decl.”] § 2). Pursuant to a courtesy extension granted by Plaintiffs, Defendants
provided responses to the FI on August 1, 2014 (/d. ] 3). Soon thereafter, Plaintiffs counsel
evaluated the responses and determined them to be insufficient, and accordingly, the Plaintiffs
sent a letter on October 17, 2014, explaining in detail how the responses provided were
insufficient. (/d. § 4). On October 29, 2014, counsel for the parties held a telephonic conference to
discuss the disputed discovery responses, and Defendants counsel agreed that as to each of the
disputed responses, the Defendants would provide some form of further response (be it a
substantive response or a statement that no further response would be voluntarily provided) by
November 26, 2014. (Id.  5). At the request of Defendants’ counsel, that response date was
extended to December 9, 2015 (Id. | 6).

On December 4, 2014, Defendants’ counsel sent a letter to Plaintiffs’ counsel proposing
that the parties put the dispute concerning Defendants’ FI responses on hold. (Franklin Decl. § 7).
Defendants based this proposal on a claim that they intended to file a motion for judgment on the
pleadings (“MJOP”) at some point in the future, and that, if granted, the resolution of such motion
could moot some of the dispute concerning purportedly insufficient FI responses. (Id.). Plaintiffs’
counsel first raised this concept during the phone call of October 29, 2014. (Id.). On December 5,
2014, Plaintiffs’ counsel emailed Defendants’ counsel requesting a further explanation of the
argument that Defendants purportedly intended to raise in an MJOP. (Id. { 8). Plaintiffs’ counsel
provided a summary of Defendants’ purported MJOP argument in a response email dated
December 10, 2014. (Id. 1 9).

! Even though there is technically only one interrogatory at issue here, each
relevant subpart is referred to individually herein for clarity’s sake.
1
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The next day, Plaintiffs’ counsel sent a letter to Defendants’ counsel explaining why the
MIJOP argument did not appear meritorious. (Franklin Decl. § 10). Thereafter, counsel for the
parties agreed that Defendants would provide some form of substantive response to each disputed
request by January 19, 2015, which was later extended upon Defendants’ counsel’s request to
January 22, 2015. (Id. § 11).

Defendants’ served their amended responses on January 22, 2015. (Franklin Decl. § 12).
On January 28, 20135, Plaintiffs’ counsel sent a letter to Defendants’ counsel explaining why the
amended responses were insufficient. (/d. § 13). On February 4, 2015, counsel for the parties held
another telephonic meeting to discuss the disputed discovery responses, and counsel confirmed
that the parties were at an impasse regarding, among other things, the amended FI responses. (Id.
9 14).

To facilitate the meet-and-confer process, the parties agreed to extend the filing deadline
for the current motion several times, which was most recently extended to February 17, 2015.
(Franklin Decl. § 15). But because the Plaintiffs were unable to obtain sufficient, non-evasive
responses after multiple attempts to resolve the disputed matter in good faith, the Motion is now
required.

I. ARGUMENT

A. Generally Applicable Law Relevant to Responding to Requests for Admissions

Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.220 sets out the boundaries for responding to
interrogatories.

(2) Each answer in a response to interrogatories shall be as complete and
straightforward as the information reasonably available to the responding party
permits.

(b) If an interrogatory cannot be answered completely, it shall be answered to the
extent possible.

(c) If the responding party does not have personal knowledge sufficient to respond
fully to an interrogatory, that party shall so state, but shall make a reasonable and
good faith effort to obtain the information by inquiry to other natural persons or
organizations, exce:pt where the information is equally available to the

propounding party.

? None of the disputed responses addressed herein include a statement that
“responding party does not have personal knowledge sufficient to respond fully[.]” (Sep.
Statement passim).

2
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If “[a]n answer to a particular interrogatory is evasive or incomplete[,]” “the propounding
party may move for an order compelling a further response[.]” Civ. Proc. Code § 2030.300(a)(1).
B. Definitions

The following terms are defined as follows for the purpose of this Memorandum.

APPS' the Armed Prohibited Persons System program, i.e., Prohibited Armed Person File
(Penal Code section 30000), and enforcement activities based on data derived from APPS.

DROS Fee/DROS Fee Funds: the fee (which is currently set at $19.00) and funds
collected pursuant to Penal Code section 28225 and Code of Regulations, title 11, section 4001.

DROS PROCESS: the background check process that occurs when a firearm purchase or
transfer occurs in California.

DROS SPECIAL ACCOUNT: the Dealers Record of Sale Special Account of the General
Fund (Penal Code section 28235).

PER TRANSACTION COST: the average cost of performing a given transaction,

including a proportional share of overhead costs.

C. Defendants Have Knowingly Refused to Provide Sufficient Responses
Notwithstanding Their Ability to Do So—Further Responses Should Be Ordered

All of the responses at issue were served in response to Form Interrogatory No. 17.1. (See
Separate Statement in Support of Motion to Compel Further Responses to Form Interrogatories,
Set One, Propounded on Defendants Kamala Harris and Stephen Lindley [the “Sep. Statement”]
passim). Form Interrogatory No. 17.1(b) asks, in relevant part: “Is your response to each request
for admission served with these Interrogatories an unqualified admission? If not, for each
response that is not an unqualified admission . . . state all facts upon which you base your
response . . . [.]” (Id. passim). Accordingly, the form interrogatory responses discussed herein
concern only request for admission (“RFA”) responses that are something other than unqualified
admissions (i.e., denials, qualified admissions, or statements of inability to comply).

Though the relevant RFAs, responses, and amended responses are all stated in full and
responded to in the Separate Statement filed herewith, Plaintiffs discuss the more salient points of
the dispute below.

3
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1. Defendants’ Cut-and-Paste Responses Are Insufficient, and Further
Responses to FI 17.1(b) (Re: RFA Nos. 18, 19, 21, and 22) Should Be Ordered

Defendants provided the same response to Form Interrogatory No. 17.1(b) regarding
Request for Admission Nos. 18, 19, 21, and 22; i.e.,

[dlepending on the circumstances of a particular case, payment of a DROS fee may

ultimately lead to a benefit realized by the payor vis-a-vis the APPS program. For

example, a person who pays a DROS fee may later become prohibited from .

possessing firearms and have firearms recovered as a result of the APPS program.
(e.g., Sep. Statement 2:15-18) (emphasis added).

RFA Nos. 18, 21, and 22 do not concern a “benefit” at all, and as the response provided
concerns only a supposed “benefit[,]” the responses plainly do not actually respond to the
question asked. In fact, it is clear that the response provided for FI 17.1 (re: RFA Nos. 18, 21, and
22) was copied from Defendants’ response to FI 17.1 (re: RFA No. 17) where a special benefit
was at issue.’ (Franklin Decl. { 21, 22; Sep. Statement passim).

And as to Request No. 19, that request does concern a “benefit[,]” but the question at issue
inquires whether one class of individuals get a different “benefit” than another class of
individuals. (Sep. Statement 3:4-6). Because the response provided has nothing to do with the
comparative question being asked, a further response is required. Civ. Proc. Code § 2030.220(a).

The relevant RFAs and FIs go to one of the issues at the core of this case, e.g., whether the
DROS Fee has become, at least in part, an illegal tax under article XIII A, section 3, of the
California Constitution (i.e., Proposition 26). The California Constitution clearly excludes certain
levies from being characterized as taxes if the payor gets a “special benefit” or “special
government service[,]” and it appears Defendants are attempting to avoid providing “complete
and straightforward” responses because doing so would be damaging to their case. Further

responses should be ordered. Civ. Proc. Code § 2030.220(a).

* Because of the possibility that Defendants were treating the relevant terms as
synonymous (“benefit[,]” “special privilege,” and “APPS-related service”), Plaintiffs
expressly explained to Defendants how, by simply swapping the relevant terms for the oft
repeated “benefit[,]” the amended responses would be legally compliant, even if Plaintiffs
substantively disagreed with such responses. (Franklin Decl. § 13 [Ex. 5 at 3-4]). No
(additional) amended responses were provided, however, confirming Defendants do not
treat the terms at issue as synonymous, and that further responses should be ordered.

4
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2. Defendants’ Cannot Use Evasive Responses to Avoid Answering Relevant
Questions—Further Response to FI 17.1(b) (Re: RFA No. 38) Should Be
Ordered
Here, Plaintiffs asked Defendants to “[a]dmit that the PER TRANSACTION COST of the
DROS PROCESS is less than $19.00.” (Sep. Statement 5:26-6:2). Defendants denied this request,
which obviously means Defendants contend the cost at issue is $19.00 or more. Plaintiffs believe
the denial provided may be untrue. Regardless, as stated in a well-regarded practice guide, when a
responding party provides an unqualified denial to an RFA that does not appear true, “[t]he proper
procedure in such a case is to serve interrogatories on the responding party asking him or her to
state the facts upon which the denials are based.” Hon. William F. Rylaarsdam, et al., Cal.
Practice Guide: Civil Procedure Before Trial  8:1378-81 (The Rutter Group 2014).

The FI response at issue does not provide any facts that support Defendants’ claim that the

cost at issue is at least $19.00. Indeed, Defendants’ response consists of a reference to special

| interrogatory responses, which is in and of itself improper. Deyo v. Kilbourne, 84 Cal. App. 3d

771, 783-784 (1978). Furthermore, the cited special interrogatory responses, produced more than
six months ago, specifically state that Defendants are going to produce a estimate of the relevant
cost. (Sep. Statement 6:8-9); Franklin Decl. § 23 [Ex. 12 at 2:1-16]). No such production has
occurred as of the date of this filing.

A key allegation in this lawsuit is that the DROS Fee being charged is not justified based
on the list of costs to be considered in setting such cost. See Penal Code § 28225. FINo. 17.1(b)
(re: RFA No. 38) seeks facts supporting the contention that the current fee is propetrly set based on
relevant costs incurred by the California Department of Justice (the “Department” or “CAL
DOJ”). If Defendants have facts to support their contentions, they must produce them, as such
facts are indisputably relevant. And if Defendants do not have such facts, that too is clearly
relevant to Plaintiffs’ claim that the amount of the DROS Fee is unfounded, and in that situation,
Defendants should be required to provide a further response that reflects their lack of factual
support on this issue. Civ. Proc. Code § 2030.220(a).

5
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3. Vague, Obfuscatory Responses Are Insufficient—Defendants Should Be
Ordered to Provide Further Responses as to FI No. 17.1(b) (Re: RFA Nos. 58
and 68)

Defendants provided the same response to FI No. 17.1(b) regarding RFA Nos. 58 and 68,
Le.:

The Bureau of Firearms is aware of the amount of money necessary to fund its

program costs and meet its statutory obligations. The costs needed to fund the

Bureau’s programs (both regulatory and enforcement) are publicly available and

are contained within the Governor's annual budget.

(Sep. Statement 7:5-8, 8:18-22).

This response is improperly evasive. The underlying RFAs ask Defendants about whether
Defendants are aware of (a) what the Department paid for “electronic or telephone transfer of
information pursuant to Penal Code section 28215,” and (b) a calculation being performed “to
determine the sum of the estimated costs listed in [Penal Code] SECTION 28225(c).” (Sep.
Statement 6:22-25, 8:9-11).

As to issue (a), the response provided does not actually give any facts to support the
relevant RFA responses. Instead, the Defendants make a blanket statement that, in fotal, the
Department knows what its “program costs™ are. (/d. at 6:22-25). Plaintiffs did not ask for “total”
information, as their claim that the DROS Fee is too high hinges on the specific costs that are
considered in setting the DROS Fee. (Compl. 18:20-19.21). And regardless, had Defendants
identified where in the “publicly available” material relevant specific facts are contained,
Plaintiffs would not need to pursue a further response. But, of course, the Governor’s Budget does
not go into the level of detail Defendants implicitly claim, meaning Defendants’ “misdirect” to
the Governor’s budget was inappropriate.

Issue (b) is a similar matter. Based on Defendants’ denial of RFA No. 68, the Department
is aware “of a calculation being performed after January 1, 2005, to determine the sum of costs
and estimated costs listed in [Penal Code] Section 28225(C).” (Sep. Statement 8:9-11). Again, the
response provided says nothing about the calculation at issue. It may well be that the calculation

at issue was part of a bigger determination, but as it appears Defendants are attempting to avoid

direct responses by providing general (and thus non-responsive) statements, the responses cannot

6
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withstand a challenge.

Defendants should be ordered to provide further responses that are “straighforward[,]” as
required by law. Civ. Proc. Code § 2030.220(a).

4. Defendants’ Response to RFA No. 78 Is Not an “Unqualified Admission/[,]”

Thus a Response to FI 17.1 (Re: RFA No. 78) Is Required

RFA No. 78 asks Defendants to admit if the current DROS Fee was set based on a
comparison of the money that went into, and flowed out of, the DROS Special Account. (Sep.
Statement Sep. Statement 9:24-26). In response, Defendants stated “[a]dmitted, although that
comparison was not the sole basis for setting the fee at $19.00.” (Id. at 9:27-10:1). That response
is clearly not a an “unqualified admission[,]” meaning that Defendants were required to provide
the facts supporting their RFA response pursuant to FI 17.1(b) (re: RFA No. 78). They did not. A
further response is required. Civ. Proc. Code §§ 2030.290(b),* 2030.300(2)(1).

5. Defendants Cannot Avoid Providing Discovery Responses Based on a

Hypothetical Argument—Further Responses to FI 17.1 (Re: RFA Nos. 83-86,
88, and 89) Are Required
Defendants provided the same response to FI No. 17.1(b) regarding RFA Nos. 83, 84, 85,
86, 88, and 89, i.e.:

This request for admission goes to plaintiffs’ claim alleging a violation of

Proposition 26. However, defendants' position is that Proposition 26 simply does

not apply. This is because Senate Bill 819 does not “result[] in any taxpayer paying

a higher tax[.]” Cal. Const., art. XIIIA § 3(a). Thus, af this time defendants have

no position either way on the precise issue identified in this request for admission.

(E.g., Sep. Statement 11:2-5) (emphasis added).

This response is based on an argument that is fully debunked in the Motion to Compel
Further Responses to Request for Admissions, Set One, Propounded on Defendants Kamala
Harris and Stephen Lindley that is being filed contemporaneously herewith. That motion concerns
insufficient responses to RFA Nos. 83, 84, 85, 86, 88, and 89, the same RFAs that provide the

foundation for the disputed response(s) quoted above. Put simply, Defendants are trying to avoid

providing a handful of responses that, apparently, will be detrimental to Defendants’ case.

* Because Defendants failed to provide a response to one specific interrogatory
subsection, but otherwise responded, Plaintiffs contend their motion is properly heard
under Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.300(a). Plaintiffs only raise Code of Civil
Procedure section 2030.290(b) in an abundance of caution.

7
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Defendants cannot have their cake and eat it too by failing to provide proper responses now but
also leaving themselves a window to provide compliant responses at some time in the future (e.g.,
“at this time defendants have no position either way on the precise issue identified in this request
for admission.” (E.g., Sep. Statement 11:2-5)) (emphasis added). The Discovery Act does not
provide that an inchoate mootness argument is a sufficient justification for a court to disregard the
normal rules of discovery.

Plaintiffs do not want to burden the Court by repeating the argument stated in the motion
filed herewith, but they nonetheless must emphasize that the argument framed in the response(s)
quoted above appears to be a facial challenge that could have been brought in a demurrer or
motion for judgment on the pleadings at any time since this action was filed, which occurred in
late 2013. (Compl.) Defendants, however, did not raise this argument until Plaintiffs challenged
Defendants’ insufficient discovery responses. (Franklin Decl. § 7).

It is quite hard to accept Defendants’ statement that they “have no position either way on
the precise issue identified in this request for admission.” (E.g., Sep. Statement 11:2-5). The
underlying requests all refer to certain classes of levies that are excluded from being classified as
taxes under Proposition 26. Cal. Const. art. XIII A, § 3(b) (Sep. Statement 10:19-21, 11:16-17,
12:12-14, 13:8-10, 14:4-6, 14:28-15:2). Clearly, Defendants contend that at least one of the
Proposition 26 exclusions applies. That is, because Defendants contend “that the use of DROS
funds does not operate as a tax[,]” they have, necessarily, already made a determination that one
of the exclusions applies, or else they would be precluded from contending “that the use of DROS
funds does not operate as a tax.” (Sep. Statement passim).

Defendants clearly do have a position on the relevant issue, and there is no justification for
their failure to provide support for their questionable responses to the underlying RFAs (e.g.,
“Unable to admit or deny.”). Because Defendants’ response is evasive and appears to be based on
a false premise, further responses should be ordered. Civ. Proc. Code § 2030.220(a).

6. Defendants’ Responses Are Prolix But Fail to Actually Provide Responsive

Facts as Required: Further Responses to FI No. 17.1(b) (Re: 92-96 and 99)
Should Be Ordered
Defendants provided the same response to FI No. 17.1(b) regarding RFA Nos. 92, 93, 94,

8
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95, 96, and 99, i.e.:

The California Department of Justice in general, and its Bureau of Firearms in

particular, serves law enforcement, legislators and the general public by engaging

in a wide array of education, regulation, and enforcement activities regarding the

manufacture, sales, ownership, safety training, transfer and possession of firearms.

The Department and its Bureau receive funding for these activities from the DROS

special account, within which the DROS fees are deposited.
(E.g., Sep. Statement 16:2-5).

All of the underlying RFAs were denied by Defendants, meaning Defendants were
required to provide facts that support the denial, per the terms of FI No. 17.1(b). Once again,
Defendants provided a general statement that might theoretically incorporate a reference to a
responsive fact, but because such facts would be indistinguishable assuming they exist, the
response above is cleatly not “as complete and straightforward as the information reasonably
available to the responding party permits.” Civ. Proc. Code § 2030.220(a).

For example, RFA No. 93 ask Defendants to “[a]dmit that CAL DOJ has not spent any
DROS SPECIAL ACCOUNT money to regulate firearm possession, other than costs arising from
APPS.” By denying this RFA, Defendants were effectively claiming that some DROS Account
money was spent to regulate firearm possession, in addition to such funds spent APPS-based
costs. The interrogatory response provided, however, does not identify the type of facts that would
support the denial, e.g., a list of non-APPS costs that were both: (a) funded from the DROS
Account; and (b) related to the regulation of firearm possession.

As specifically described in the Separate Statement filed herewith, the responses provided
to FI No. 17.1(b) (re: RFA Nos. 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, and 99) are evasive. Accordingly, there is
ample justification for the Court to order the further responses requested by Plaintiffs. Civ. Proc.
Code § 2030.220(a).
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IV. CONCLUSION
As explained above, the disputed responses concern key aspects of this action, and
Defendants responses appear impermissibly crafted to evade. Plaintiffs respectfully request the

Court grant this Motion and provide the relief requested hereby.

Dated: February 17, 2015 MIC & ASSOCIATES, P.C.

Lo/

Scoft M. Frahklin, Attorney for the Plaintiffs
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PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I, Christina Sanchez, am employed in the City of Long Beach, 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 180 East Ocean Blvd., Suite 200, Long Beach, CA 90802.

On February 17, 2015, the foregoing document(s) described as

NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION TO COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES TO
FORM INTERROGATORIES, SET ONE, PROPOUNDED ON DEFENDANTS KAMALA
HARRIS AND STEPHEN LINDLEY; MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT THEREOF

on the interested parties in this action by placing
[ ] the original
[X] a true and correct copy
thereof enclosed in sealed envelope(s) addressed as follows:

Kamala D. Harris, Attorney General of California
Office of the Attorney General

Anthony Hakl, Deputy Attorney General

1300 I Street, Suite 1101

Sacramento, CA 95814

X (BYMAIL) As follows: Iam "readily familiar" with the firm's practice of collection and
processing correspondence for mailing. Under the practice it would be deposited with the
U.S. Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Long Beach,
California, in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party
served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date is more than one day after
date of deposit for mailing an affidavit.
Executed on February 17, 2015, at Long Beach, California.

(PERSONAL SERVICE) I caused such envelope to delivered by hand to the offices of the
addressee.
Executed on February 17, 2015, at Long Beach, California.

X (STATE) Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that
the foregoing is true and correct.

(FEDERAL) Ideclare that I am employed in the office of the member of the bar of this
court at whose direction the service was made.

Jmﬁaq&ﬂw

STINA SAXCHE
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Sean A, Brady - S.B.N. 262007
MICHEL & ASSOCIATES, P.C.
180 E. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 200
Long Beach, CA 950802

Telephone: 562-216-4444

Facsimile: 562-216-4445

Email: cmichel@michellawyers.com
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

DAVID GENTRY, JAMES PARKER,

CALGUNS SHOOTING SPORTS
ASSOCIATION

Plaintiffs and Petitioners,

Vs,
KAMALA HARRIS, in Her Official

DOES 1-10.

Defendants and Respondents

MARK MIDLAM, JAMES BASS, and

Capacity as Attorney General for the State
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Official Capacity as Acting Chief for the
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CHIANG, in his official capacity as State
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DECLARATION OF SCOTT M. FRANKLIN

I Scott M. Franklin, declare:

1. Tam an attorney at law admitted to practice before all courts of the State of California.
I have personal knowledge of each matter and the facts stated herein as a result of my employment
with Michel & Associates, P.C., attorneys for Plaintiffs/Petitioners ("Plaintiffs"), and if called
upon and sworn as a witness, I could and would testify competently thereto.

2. Plaintiffs served a first set of Requests for Admissions ("RFA") and a first set of Form
Interrogatories ("FI") on Defendants Kamala Harris and Stephen Lindley on May 14, 2014.

3. Defendants provided responses to RFA Set One and FI Set One on August 1, 2014,
pursuant to a courtesy extension granted by Plaintiffs.

4. Soon after receipt of the responses provided on August 1, 2014, I determined those
responses to be insufficient (e.g., the Defendants did not provide substantive responses to RFA
Nos. 83-86 and 88-89), and after some discussion with opposing counsel on the matter (and an
agreement to address the issue after I returned from my honeymoon, which took me out of the
office from September 12 through 30, 2014), I sent a letter explaining the insufficiency to
Defendants' counsel on October 17, 2014, A true and correct copy of that letter is attached hereto
as Exhibit 1.

5. On October 29, 2014, I had a telephonic conference with Defendants' counsel, Mr.
Anthony Hakl, to discuss the disputed discovery responses. Mr. Hakl agreed that as to each of the
disputed responses, the Defendants would provide some form of further response (be it a
substantive response or a statement that no further response would be voluntarily provided) by
November 26, 2014,

6. The November 26, 2014 deadline was extended, at the request of the Defendants, to
December 9, 2014,

7. On December 4, 2014, I received a letter from Mr. Hakl proposing that the parties put
the dispute concerning Defendants' RFA and FI responses on hold. The proposal was based on a
claim that Defendants intended to file a motion for judgment on the pleadings ("MJ OP") at some

point in the future, and that, if granted, the resolution of such motion could moot some of the
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disputed requests. Mr. Hakl first raised this concept to me during the phone call of October 29,
2014. A true and correct copy of the letter dated December 4, 2014, is attached hereto as Exhibit
2.

8. On December 5, 2014, I emailed Mr. Hakl requesting a further explanation of the
argument that Defendants purportedly intended to raise in an MJOP.

9. Mr. Hakl provided a summary of Defendants' purported MJOP argument in a response
email dated December 10, 2014. A true and correct copy of that email is attached hereto as Exhibit
3.

10. Isent a letter to Mr. Hakl on December 11, 2014. That letter states: (a) why the MJOP
argument did not appear meritorious; and (b) that the majority of the requests for admissions
concerned facts and opinions related to causes of action that would not be resolved even if the
contemplated MJOP were ultimately granted. A true and correct copy of that letter is attached
hereto as Exhibit 4.

11. Based on a proposal in my letter of December 11, 2014, Mr. Hakl and I agreed that
Defendants would provide some form of substantive response to each disputed request by January
19, 2015, which was later extended upon Mr. Hakl's request to January 22, 2015.

12. My office received Defendants' amended RFA and FI responses on January 22, 2015.

13. Isent a letter to Mr. Hakl on January 28, 2015, explaining why the amended responses
were insufficient. A true and correct copy of that letter is attached hereto as Exhibit 5.

14, Mr. Hakl and I participated in a telephonic meeting on February 4, 2015, to discuss the
disputed discovery responses, and Mr. Hakl confirmed that the parties were at an impasse
regarding, among other things, the RFA and FI responses that are at issue in the motions filed
contemporaneously herewith.

15. The meet-and-confer process detailed in Paragraphs 3-14 above meets the requirement
found in Code of Civil Procedure section 2016.040. To facilitate the meet-and-confer process, the
counsel for the parties agreed to extend the filing deadline for the current motion several times,

which was most recently extended to February 17, 2015.
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16. A true and correct copy of excerpts of a document produced by Defendants (DROS
Fee Regulations Public Comments and DOJ Responses, dated December 15, 2010) is attached to
Exhibit 6.

17. A true and correct copy of SB 819, as enacted, is attached hereto as Exhibit 7.

18. A true and correct copy of excerpts of the document titled "California Department of
Justice Legislative Analysts' Office Supplemental Report of The 2002 Budget Act [—] Item
0820-001-0460 Dealers' Record of Sale Fund (DROS)" is attached hereto as Exhibit 8.

19. A true and correct copy of excerpts of Defendants' RFA responses served herein is
attached hereto as Exhibit 9.

20. A true and correct copy of the fund summary for the DROS Special Account (Fund
No. 460) dated July 27, 2010, and produced by Defendants in this matter, is attached hereto as
Exhibit 10. The current version of the relevant fund summary is available at
http://www.dof.ca.gov/accounting/manual_of state_funds/index/documents/0460.pdf as of the
date of this Declaration. The current version of the fund summary states that it was amended
August 2012.

21. A true and correct copy of excerpts of Defendants' Amended Responses to RFA, Set
One, is attached hereto as Exhibit 11.

22. A true and correct copy of excerpts of Defendants' Amended Responses to FI, Set
One, is attached hereto as Exhibit 12.

23. A true and correct copy of excerpts of Defendants' Response to Special
Interrogatories, Set One, is attached hereto as Exhibit 13. This set of discovery responses was
received by my office on or about August 1, 2014,

24. A true and correct copy of excerpts of Defendants' Amended Responses to Requests
for Admission, Set One, produced in the action Bauer et al. v Harris et al.,
1:11-cv-1440-LJO-MIJS (E.D. Cal.), is attached hereto as Exhibit 14.
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of California that the foregoing is true

and correct, and that this declaration was executed on February 17, 2015, at Long Beach,

b))

California.

S/c{ott M. /Franklin, declarant
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October 17, 2014
VIA EMAIL & U.S. MAIL

Mr. Anthony R. Hakl

Deputy Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
1300 “I” Street, Suite 125
P.O. Box 944255

Sacramento, CA 94244

Anthony.Hakl@doj.ca.gov
Re:  Gentry v. Harris, Case No. 34-2013-80001667

Meet-and-Confer re: Defendants’ Responses to Varjous Discovery Requests
Dear Mr. Hakl:

This letter constitutes our initial attempt to meet and confer with you regarding certain
insufficient or otherwise problematic responses provided to this office by your clients on August 1,
2014. We propose a telephonic meeting on October 24, 2014, to discuss the responses for the purpose
of determining if the parties can resolve the current discovery dispute without judicial intervention.
We are flexible on the date and time of the teleconference, and do not have any objection to it being
held later than October 24, 2014, assuming the stipulated motion to compel filing deadline (currently
November 7, 2014) is moved back accordingly.

Before addressing specific deficient responses, two general issued must first be addressed.

First, Defendants’ responses to the relevant requests for production of documents include the
common but problematic promise to produce documents “without waiving these objections,” making it
difficult for Plaintiffs to determine what objections Defendants are actually relying on to withhold
documents. Thus, please inform me whether or not any documents are being withheld on a privilege
claim, and if one or more document is being withheld for that reason, please provide a privilege log on
or before October 31, 2014.

Second, Defendants’ responses include several privilege claims on issues related to evidence of
how the DROS Fee was set at $19.00 and similar Department analysis (see, e.g., Defendants’ responses

| 80 EAST OcEAN BOULEVARD ® SUITE 200 * LONG BEACH * CALIFORNIA * 90802
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to Request for Production Nos. 26 and 28, Defendants’ response to Form Interrogatory No. 15.1).
Please be advised that, as to any relevant information withheld pursuant to a privilege claim, Plaintiffs
will seek to exclude testimony on such subjects at trial. For example, if Defendants withhold the
specifics of how the $19.00 DROS Fee was calculated (e.g., identification of the specific costs and
estimated costs, if any, that were considered in selecting the $19.00 amount) under an official
information, deliberative process, executive process, or any other privilege, Plaintiffs will make the
necessary motion(s) in limine to prevent Defendants from introducing evidence as to what went into
such calculations, and whether or not the relevant analyses were appropriate or legally sufficient. See,
e.g, A & M Records v. Heilman, 75 Cal. App. 3d 554, 566-67 (1977).

The specific insufficiencies of Defendants’ responses are outlined below.

(DOJ) Defendants’ Responses to Plaintiffs’ Request for Production of Documents, Sef One

Request Nos. 1,2 3 &S5

The Department’s responses improperly limits the scope of response to responsive documents
created in the last two years, based on an objection that the requests are unlimited as to time and thus
the burden of responding would be oppressive. This case is primarily about whether the DROS Fee
being charged since 2005 ($19.00) is justified. These requests seek to obtain documents that show
what costs or estimated costs were or could have been considered in setting/maintaining the $19.00 fee.
Thus, the information is relevant, and the Department has failed to provide any evidence that the time
frame(s) at issue somehow create a situation that is oppressive. See, e.g., West Pico Furniture Co. v,
Super. Ct., 56 Cal. 2d 407, 417 (1961) (no oppression where party responding to interrogatory claimed
proper response would require searching records at 78 locations, but without explaining the amount of
hours of work that such search would require).

Plaintiffs cannot accept temporally truncated responses on an unsupported oppression claim. In
fact, it may be that a declaration of purported burden and oppression, filed in opposition to a motion to
compel, would actually inure to Plaintiffs’ benefit because it would show that the Department cannot
provide any evidence regarding the specifics of how the DROS Fee was set in 2005. In the spirit of
compromise, and without knowing what the basis is for the objection at issue, Plaintiffs can accept as
sufficient a response that is narrowed to responsive documents concerning the years FY 2003-2004 to
the present. Agreeing to a limitation period starting any later, however, unreasonably limits the
response period to gffer when the DROS Fee was set at $19.00, and the setting of that fee is relevant to
this case.

As to the documents actually produced, they do not appear to be responsive. That is, the
“budget documents” at issue do not respond to the requests at issue. For example, Request Nos. 1-2
. seek documents “that show[] the calculation of a cost, including an estimated cost, referred to in
SECTION 28225” of the Penal Code, or that show a figure identified as such a cost. The “budget
documents” do not expressly show a section 28225 cost being calculated or simply stated, and if the
Department contends these documents impliedly do, its is the Department’s duty to explain how that
information can be extracted. See Civ. Proc. Code § 2031.280.
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Request Nos. 7, 8, 17, 18, 32, 33 & 38

The Department appears to have limited its response to documents created January 1, 2010, or
after. The Department has not provided any justification for limiting the time frame of this response,
which means the objection will fail. The Department has failed to provide any evidence that the time
frame(s) at issue somehow create a situation that is oppressive. See, e.g., West Pico Furniture Co. v.
Super, Ct., 56 Cal. 2d 407, 417 (1961) (no oppression where party responding to interrogatory claimed
proper response would require searching records at 78 locations, but without explaining the amount of
hours of work that such search would require).

As indicated above, the fact that the DROS Fee was set in 2005 means that documents from
around that same time (e.g., starting January 1, 2004) are relevant to this case, which concerns the
validity of the $19.00 DROS Fee currently being charged. Therefore, it seems the reasonable
compromise is that the Department should provide further responses to these requests subject to a
limitation that otherwise responsive documents appearing to have been created prior to January 1,
2004, need not be produced.

Request Nos. 11, 12, 13 & 14

These requests seek documents related to CONTACTS as that term is defined in the request. A
statistical chart was provided that does not refer to CONTACTS in any way, which means the entire
response is non-responsive. Ifit is the case that the requested documents (concerning CONTACTS) do
not exist, a response stating such would be sufficient. And the production of responsive documents
would obviously also be a proper response. If the Department contends neither of those options are
_available to it (especially if that is because the Department is relying on “the official information, law
enforcement and[or] executive privileges™), however, this may be the type of issue that can be resolved
via the production of a chart similar to what was offered, but concerning CONTACTS.

Request Nos. 21 & 22

The Department appears to have limited its responses to responsive documents created during
or after fiscal year 2010-2011. The Department has not provided any justification for limiting the time
frame of this response, which means the objection will fail. The Department has failed to provide any
evidence that the time frame at issue somehow create a situation that is oppressive. See, e.g., West
Pico Furniture Co. v. Super. Ct., 56 Cal. 2d 407, 417 (1961) (no oppression where party responding to
interrogatory claimed proper response would require searching records at 78 locations, but without
explaining the amount of hours of work that such search would require).

As indicated above, the fact that the DROS Fee was set in 2005 means that documents from
around that same time (e.g., starting January 1, 2004) are relevant to this case, which concerns the
validity of the $19.00 DROS Fee currently being charged. Therefore, it seems the reasonable
compromise is that the Department should provide further responses to these requests subject to a
limitation that otherwise responsive documents appearing to have been created prior to January 1,
2004, need not be produced.

Furthermore, Defendants’ executive privilege and deliberative process objections are without
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merit. Even assuming for the purpose of argument that a budget change proposal could be a non-public
document, Defendants have failed to provide any evidence as to how budget change proposals could be
withheld under the executive or deliberative process doctrines in this instance. If Defendants do not
provide a legitimate explanation as to why documents that are not normally privileged (e.g., responsive
budget change proposals approved since fiscal year 2010-2011, which Defendants agreed to provide)
are apparently being withheld, Plaintiffs will have sufficient grounds to seek judicial relief on this
issue. Civ. Proc. § 2031.310(2)(3).

Request No. 25

Defendants’ response is unclear as to whether only responsive documents are within the 2010
rulemaking file, or if the only documents being produced are those in the 2010 rulemaking file. Ifitis
the latter and other responsive documents exist that are not part of the 2010 rulemaking file (e.g., a
statement to a member of the public as to why the 2010 rulemaking was abandoned), Defendants need
to express that clearly. Such information should be included in the privilege log requested.

Request No. 29

The response at issue appears to indicate that neither the relevant rulemaking file, nor
documents that would be a part thereof, can be found by Defendants after a diligent search. Please
confirm that Plaintiffs’ understanding of this response is cotrect.

Reguest No. 30

Defendants’ response is unclear as to whether only responsive documents are within the 2010
rulemaking file, or if the only documents being produced are those in the 2010 rulemaking file. Ifitis
the latter and other responsive documents exist that are not part of the 2010 rulemaking file (e.g., a
transcript of comments made the hearing of September 15, 2010), Defendants need to express that
clearly. Such information should be included in the privilege log requested.

(SCO) Defendants’ Responses fo Plaintiffs® Request for Production of Documents, Set One

Request Nos. 5 & 6

These responses state that the respondent “will comply with this demand in part.” Please
provide clarification as to what is being withheld, if anything, why, and the distinction, if any, between
what is withheld and what has been provided. Civ. Proc. Code § 2031.240.

(SCO) Defendants’ Responses to Plaintiffs’ Special Interrogatories, Set One

Interrogatory Nos. 5, 6 & 7

The interrogatories seek information that would appear to be in the respondents’ possession,
i.e., information related to disbursements from a fund the respondent oversees. Perhaps it is the case
that the response at issue (the same for all three requests: “The State Controller’s Office is not in
possession of this information.”) is intended to mean that the requested information does not exist.
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The way the response is phrased, however, is ambiguous and could mean that the responding party is
aware of the existence of the requested information, but such information is not in the responding
party’s possession. Please provide a further clear and straightforward response to resolve this
ambiguity. Civ. Proc. Code § 2030.220(a), (b).

(DOJ) Defendants’ Responses to Plaintiffs’ Requests for Admissions, Set One

Reguest Nos. 12, 14', 41 & 101

Defendants claim that the requests at issue are improperly repetitive because they seek an
admission or denial on an issue for which a “mirror image” request is already made. E.g., Defendants
would object to the request “admit X did not occur” if they previously responded in the affirmative to
the request “admit X did occur.”

First, there are only four requests at issue (and potentially four corollary form interrogatory
responses), so a claim that the requests are unfairly burdensome does not rise to the level of actionable
oppression, especially without a challenge to the declaration of necessity filed with the requests. Civ.
"Proc. Code § 2033.080(2). Second, because Plaintiffs did not know whether Defendants would admit
or deny (or claim an inability to respond) on the issues of interest, it made sense to provide “mirror”
requests on select issues; had Plaintiffs not done so, and asked only for “positive” claims (e.g., admit
the use of DROS FEE funds for APPS operates as a tax), that would not have fleshed out the issue
actually in dispute, and would have likely required an additional round of discovery to get at the
substance of the matters actually in dispute. Third, as there are “repetitive” responses Defendants
respond to without objection (Request Nos. 11, 13, 40, and 100), the fact that the “repetitive” requests
that require additional work (in the form of form interrogatory responses) are being objected to
confirms that the real basis of the objection is that Defendants don’t want to provide the related form
interrogatory responses that Defendants plainly have a duty to. Civ. Proc. Code § 2033.010; 2033.710

The intention behind Plaintiffs’ limited use of “mirror” requests for admissions was to narrow
the issues for trial. To the extent Defendants denied a proposition Plaintiffs believe should be
admitted, Plaintiffs have the right to use form interrogatories to obtain an explanation as to why
Defendants did not admit something Plaintiffs believes they should have. Complete responses (i.e.,
denials, as supported by form interrogatory responses, or unequivocal admissions) to Request Nos. 12,
14 (as corrected, see footnote one), 41, and 101, are required.

Reguest No. 15

Plaintiffs disagree with Defendants’ claim that this request is “so ambiguous that the

! Request for Admission No. 14 includes a typographical error, viz., the word “not” was
unintentionally included in the request, making it literally duplicative of the prior request. Based on
the pattern of responses provided by Defendants, it is assumed that Defendants still would have
objected to this request as repetitive regardless of this error, so it is considered along with the other
“repetitive” objections herein. To the extent that assumption is in error, please advise counsel
accordingly.
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responding party cannot in good faith frame an intelligent reply.” It is obvious that this request asks
whether the operation of the DROS PROCESS can occur regardless of whether APPS is operational or
not. If Defendants decide to rely on their current response, Plaintiffs are confident a judge would find
the response insufficient under Code of Civil Procedure section 2030.220(a),(b). Accordingly,
Defendants should provide a straightforward and complete response.

Request Nos. 17, 18, 19, 21-26 &101

Because of the number of times Defendants attempt to rely on this “long objection,” each
portion thereof is discussed individually below to explain how the entirety of the objection is without
merit.

“Defendants object to this request. It is irrelevant, defendants having admitted that the
use of DROS funds does not operate as a tax.”

Defendants have not “admitted the use of DROS funds does not operate as a tax” as Defendants
claim here; they actually admitted that “it is the position of CAL DOJ that the use of DROS FEE
FUNDS to fund APPS does not in any way operate as a tax under state law.” (Emphasis added).
Indeed, the requests at issue are relevant specifically because Plaintiffs are challenging the legal
position being taken by Defendants. Defendants are effectively trying to make the claim that because
they admit what their legal position is, Plaintiff can’t seek information about it! Requests for
admission are indisputably a proper tool to obtain information concerning a “matter in controversy
between the parties[,]” expressly including the “application of law to fact.” Civ. Proc. Code §
2033.010.

“The request is also an improper use of the request for admission procedure. The
purpose of that procedure is to expedite trials and to eliminate the need for proof when
matters are not legitimately contested. (Cembrook v. Superior Court (1961) 56 Cal.2d
423, 429; see also Stull v. Sparrow (2001) 92 Cal. App.4th 860, 864.) In the event the
legal issue implicated by this request becomes relevant, defendants will contest the issue
at trial.”

Code of Civil Procedure section 2033.010 expressly states that the use at issue (requesting an
admission on the application of law to fact) is proper. Furthermore, the interpretation of Cembrook
offered by Defendants is far off the mark: the California Supreme Court expressly cites Cembrook for
exactly the opposite of what Defendants are arguing here.

‘When a party is served with a request for admission concerning a legal question
properly raised in the pleadings he cannot object simply by asserting that the request
calls for a conclusion of law. He should make the admission if he is able to do so and
does not in good faith intend to contest the issue at trial, thereby ‘setting at rest a triable
issue.’(Cembrook v. Superior Court of City and County of San Francisco, Supra, 56
Cal.2d 423, 429, 15 Cal.Rptr. 127, 364 P.2d 303.)

Burke v. Super. Ct. 71 Cal. 2d 276, 282 (1969). In fact, Defendants’ expressed plan to wait until trial
to contest the substantive issues underlying the relevant requests is exactly the kind of conduct requests
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for admissions are intended to prevent. It is clear that requests for admissions can be used to set at rest
triable issues, be they factual or legal. Finally, it should be noted that Stul! does not discuss
Defendants’ contention (e.g., the supposed impropriety of using requests for admissions regarding legal
contentions) at all; it simply notes, as a perfunctory issue and in a general sense, “Requests for
admissions differ fundamentally from other forms of discovery[; r]ather than seeking to uncover
information, they seek to eliminate the need for proof.” Indeed, Stuil implicitly supports Plaintiffs’
position. Stull concerns a propounding party’s ability to recover expenses for the responding party’s
failure to properly admit a request for admission of a legal issue — Stull’s discussion of the expense
recovery issue is predicated on the undisputed fact that the request for admission of a legal contention
was valid.

“The request for admission device is not intended to provide a windfall to litigants in
granting a substantive victory in the case by deeming material issues admitted. St. Mary
v. Superior Court (2014) 223 Cal. App.4th 762, 783-784."” Section 2033 is “calculated
to compel admissions as to all things that cannot reasonably be controverted" not to
provide "gotcha," after-the-fact penaities for pressing issues that were legitimately
contested, (Haseltine v. Haseltine (1962) 203 Cal. App.2d 48, 61, see also Elston v. City
of Turlock (1985) 38 Cal.3d 227, 235 ["Although the admissions procedure is designed
to expedite matters by avoiding trial on undisputed issues, the request at issue here did
not include issues as to which the parties might conceivably agree."], superseded by
statute on another basis as described in Tackett v. City of Huntington Beach (1994) 22
Cal App.4th 60, 64-65.)"

Again, the cited material is completely off point, and in no way supports the claim that requests
for admissions cannot be use regarding legal contentions. St. Mary concerns a propounding party’s
attempt to get 41 requests for admissions deemed admitted after the opposing party, having been
denied a short courtesy extension, filed a slightly tardy discovery response. The “windfall” referred to
in St. Mary had nothing to do with what Defendants are attempting to argue here, it had to do witha
party who was abusing the process available to have requests for admissions deemed admitted by a
court,

Similarly, the citations to Haseltine and Elston are clearly inappropriate. The quoted material
from Haseltine is mixed with material that is not from Haseltine, a questionable practice. Regardless,
Haseltine is another case that actually concerns a party’s ability to obtain an award of expenses as to
proving the substance of a denied request for admission. And though it is not entirely clear, it seems at
least some of the requests for admission at issue were requests concerning legal contentions (again
implicitly supporting Plaintiffs’ position on the issue at hand). Finally, Defendants’ quotation of
Elston is baffling, as it is yet another case that concerns an issue ancillary to one or more request for
admission seeking a legal contention. Elston concerns requests that were deemed admitted, thus the
statement that “the request at issue here did not include issues as to which the parties might
conceivably agree” was taken completely out of context by Defendants. It is misleading to use that
quote, which refers to the concept of responses that are deemed admitted, to support a discovery
objection arguing that requests for admissions cannot be used to nail down legal positions.

Defendants’ objection is baseless. Plaintiffs will be successful on a motion to compel further
responses to Request Nos. 17, 18, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, and 101. Accordingly, unless Defendants
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want to raise these same objections before a judge, further responses must be provided in a timely
manner.

Request No. 26

Defendants’ response to this request include the “long objection” discussed in detail above and
an additional objection that the following phrases “are so ambiguous that the responding party cannot
in good faith frame an intelligent reply”: “costs arising from the implementation of APPS” and
“regulatory costs directly arising from performing background investigations as part of the DROS
PROCESS.” It is my honest belief that these phrases are not ambiguous and that a court would agree
such a claim is evasive. Specifically, the fact that Defendants chose to include the long objection
discussed above, which takes issue with the substance of the request, strongly suggests that Defendants
do have a sufficient understanding to attempt a response to this request. That is, if this request is
actually unintelligible as Defendants claim, they would not have known that they wanted to use “long
objection,” which is only used in response to a limited number of requests.

This request can be rephrased as follows: “Admit that the performance of background checks as
part of the DROS PROCESS does not require any costs to be incurred that are recorded in accounting
records as attributable to APPS.” A further response should be provided. Civ. Proc. Code §
2030.220(a),(b).

Request No. 33

The Department’s response improperly limits the scope of response to the last five years, based
on an objection that the request is unlimited as to time. This case is primarily about whether the DROS
Fee being charged since 2005 ($19.00) is justified. These requests seek to obtain information that
shows what costs or estimated costs were, or could have been, considered in setting/maintaining the
$19.00 fee. Thus, the information sought is obviously relevant, and the Department has failed to
provide any evidence that the time frame at issue somehow create a situation that is oppressive. See,
e.g., West Pico Furniture Co. v. Super. Ct., 56 Cal. 2d 407, 417 (1961) (no oppression where party
responding to interrogatory claimed proper response would require searching records at 78 locations,
but without explaining the amount of hours of work that such search would require). Plaintiffs are
willing to accept a response that is limited to the time frame of January 1, 2004, to the present.

If Defendants are unaware of a report created January 1, 2004, or later that is substantively
relevant to this request, Defendants must provide an unqualified admission. And if Defendants are not
aware of such report, an unqualified denial must be provided.

Request No. 36

Defendants’ failure to explain how this request is vague is strong evidence that the objection
made on that ground is without merit. The question is simple: does the respondent believe it is
permitted by law to set the DROS Fee at an amount that the respondent believes will provide total
DROS Fee revenue equal to or greater than the total costs of the DROS Process and APPS? Failure to
provide a straightforward answer violates the Discovery Act. Civ. Proc. Code § 2033.220(a), (b).
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Request Nos. 42, 43 & 62-67

The Department’s responses improperly limits the scope of response to the last five years, based
on an objection that the request is unlimited as to time. This case is primarily about whether the DROS
Fee being charged since 2005 ($19.00) is justified. These requests seek to obtain information that
shows what costs or estimated costs were, or could have been, considered in setting/maintaining the
$19.00 fee. Thus, the information sought is obviously relevant, and the Department has failed to
provide any evidence that the time frame at issue somehow create a situation that is oppressive. See,
e.g., West Pico Furniture Co. v. Super. Ct., 56 Cal. 2d 407, 417 (1961) (no oppression where party
responding to interrogatory claimed proper response would require searching records at 78 locations,
but without explaining the amount of hours of work that such search would require). Plaintiffs are
willing to accept responses that are limited to the time frame of January 1, 2004, to the present, but that
response must be either an unqualified admission or unqualified denial.

Reguest Nos. 44-61, 83-86, 88 & 89

Defendants’ objections appear to be nothing more than boilerplate, and Defendants should
provide a clear explanation of how each is applicable if Defendant intends to rely on them. Without
such explanation, Plaintiffs are not required to speculate as to all of the reasons why such objections
might be meritless. For example, Defendants claim that, to respond to this request, it must “reference
information not in the possession, custody, and control of defendants.” The request, however, concerns
whether or not a specific type of request has been made fo DOJ. As the knowledge of what requests
DOJ has received is undeniably in Defendants possession, the objection makes no sense. To the extent
Defendants are objecting to these requests based on a claim that responding would require reference to

.a section of California’s statutory code, Plaintiffs are aware of no legal authority for such claim. Itis
unreasonable to state these requests are objectionable because they do not include the text of a referred
to statute (though Plaintiffs will stipulate to the inclusion of such text if that will resolve Defendants’
objection). And in any event, the prohibition Defendants appear to rely on (Code of Civil Procedure
section 2033.060(d)’s instruction that “Each request for admission shall be full and complete in and of
itself”) appears to be a prohibition on prefaces or instructions, not referring to code sections.’

Defendants responses are evasive. Further responses are required. Civ. Proc, Code §
2030.220(a-c).

Request No. 68 & 81

: The objection is evasive, and Plaintiffs have no concern about bringing this matter before a
judge. All of the objections incorporated into this objection appear to turn on the fact that these
requests refer to, but do not incorporate the text of, Penal Code section 28225(c). It is unreasonable to
state these requests are objectionable because they do not include the text of a referred to statute
(though Plaintiffs will stipulate to the inclusion of such text if that will resolve Defendants’ objection).

2 Code of Civil Procedure section 2033.060(d) states, in full, “Each request for admission shall
be full and complete in and of itself. No preface or instruction shall be included with a set of admission
requests unless it has been approved under Chapter 17 (commencing with Section 2033.710).”
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And in any event, the prohibition Defendants appear to rely on (Code of Civil Procedure section
2033.060(d)’s instruction that “Each request for admission shall be full and complete in and of itself”
appears to be a prohibition on prefaces or instructions, not referring to code sections. Further responses
should be provided.

Request Nos. 79 & 82

Plaintiffs are confident the term “specific cost data” is not vague nor ambiguous, it refers to
numerical representation of particular expenditures. Accordingly, the response given is evasive. That
is, the request at issue did not ask Defendants to admit that a document provides an explanation or
evaluation as to why a $19.00 DROS fee is appropriate (which are the responses given), rather,
Defendants were asked to admit that a document ufilizing specific cost data was created to provide an
explanation as to why a $19.00 DROS FEE was apptopriate. The term “specific cost data” is simply
not so ambiguous that it cannot be given a reasonable interpretation and thus be understood. If
Defendants truly did not understand what the term was intended to mean, they should have made a
good faith effort to interpret it and respond accordingly. Further responses are required. Civ. Proc.
Code § 2033.220(a), (b).

Request No. 80

Defendants’ response is contradictory: Defendants make privilege (attorney-client, attorney
work product doctrine) claims, yet also state that “the Department of Justice considered a variety of
issues and made certain determinations in connection with the proposal in 2010 to lower the DROS
fee, as reflected in the relevant rulemaking file[.]” (Emphasis added). If the consideration and
determinations were actually reflected in the relevant file, the privilege claims are waived; and if these
matters were not reflected in the relevant file, than Defendants are providing an evasive answer that
admits something that is not responsive to the request made. Again, the response provided does not
match the request, which seeks a response concerning whether a “review of the revenues into and
expenditures out the DROS SPECIAL ACCOUNT?” occurred, not (as Defendants responded) “the
Department of Justice considered a variety of issues and made certain determinations in connection[.]”
The response is evasive and a further response, be it an unequivocal admission, denial, or privilege
objection is required. Civ. Proc. Code § 2033.220(a), (b).

Request Nos. 113 & 114

The requests at issue are plainly relevant; they seek to confirm that DROS Fees, and/or funds
from the DROS Special Account, were spent on the post-incident investigation of the high-profile
deaths attributed to Shareef Aliman. Whether or not the DOJ spends DROS Fee money directly or via
employee time investigating matters outside the bounds of the DROS Process or APPS is patently
relevant to the claims in this case. Because the incident was high-profile, Plaintiffs suspect there is a
higher likelihood of memories being more clear and records being more specific, as compared to less
publicized matters.

As to the official information, law enforcement, executive privilege, attorney-client, and work
product privilege claims, they all fail because the source of a particular DOJ employee’s salary, or the
particular source of funding for a task known to have been performed, are hard facts that are already in
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the public sphere, at least generally. Indeed, if Defendants rely so heavily on privilege claims that
Plaintiffs cannot determine what Defendants actually use DROS Fee funds for on a day-to-day basis,
Plaintiffs are going to be able to make a strong showing that their concerns about lack of transparency
(vis-a-vis the use of DROS Fee funds) are justified.

If Defendants desire an objection-by-objection discussion as to their responses to Request Nos.
113 and 114, we can oblige during the anticipated telephone conference. Otherwise, proper responses
(e.g., admissions, denials, or statements and explanations concerning an inability to respond) are now
required.

(DQJ) Defendants’ Responses to Plaintiffs’ Form Interrogatories, Set One

Interrogatory No. 15.1

Defendants’ boilerplate objections are vague and need not be responded to because of their lack
of specificity. Further, regarding Defendants’ privilege objections raised in the context of an
interrogatory seeking the basis for the affirmative defenses pled by Defendants, Defendants should be
aware that their ability to effectively offer evidence regarding affirmative defenses may be hampered or
even precluded if Defendants chose to rely on privileges and not substantively respond to this
interrogatory. See, e.g., 4 & M Records v. Heilman, 75 Cal. App. 3d 554, 566-67 (1977).

Regarding Defendants’ boilerplate “form” objections, the interrogatory at issue is a form
interrogatory, so “form” objections are unlikely to be sustained. Rylaarsdam, et al., California Practice
Guide: Civil Procedure Before Trial § 8:933 (The Rutter Group 2014).

As to Defendants’ objection that it would be “unfair to expect defendants to respond to Form
Interrogatory 15.1 because Plaintiffs did not file a verification previously, that objection is at least
partially ineffective, as the non-petition portion of the Complaint/Petition did not need to be verified,
and the factual underpinnings of the Complaint are basically the same as those that apply vis-3-vis the
Petition. Regardless, the failure to include a verification was an oversight, and Plaintiffs intend to file
an errata or amended pleading (depending on the preference of the Court) to correct the error, assuming
Defendants are willing to stipulate to leave being granted for that purpose.’

Unless Defendants intend to oppose leave to add a verification that was unintentionally omitted,
the objection based on the non-filing of a verification will be moot. Therefore, a further response
should be provided. Civ. Proc. Code § 2030.010(a), (b).

Interrogatory No. 17.1 (Re: Request for Admission Nos. 12, 14, 15, 17-19, 21-26, 33, 36, 41-
68, 79-86, 88. 89, 101, 113 & 114

To the extent Defendants provide a new denial, or an expanded denial, to one of the requests for

* Because Defendants waived any objection to the lack of verification by filing an answer and
not a motion to strike, Plaintiffs do not see any grounds upon which Defendants could legitimately
object to the proposed correction. Perlman v. Mun. Ct., 99 Cal. App. 3d 568, 574 (1979).
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admissions listed in the header above, Defendants’ response to interrogatory No. 17.1 should be
supplemented accordingly.

Interroeatory No. 17.1 (Re: Request for Admission Nos. 42 & 43)

The requests for admission at issue asks Defendants to admit that CAL DO is not aware of the
specific amount spent, in any given year, on certain cost categories utilized in Penal Code section
28225. Defendants responded “Denied with respect to the last five years.” In support of a (partial)
denial, Defendants’ response to Form Interrogatory No. 17.1 states, in relevant part:

The Bureau of Firearms is aware of the amount of money necessary to fund its
program costs and meet its statutory obligations. The costs needed to fund the Bureau's
programs (both regulatory and enforcement) are publicly available and are contained
within the Governor's annual budget.

This response is evasive. The relevant form interrogatory instruction requires the respondent to
“state all facts upon which you base your responsel,] i.e., denial. Here, however, the facts stated do not
support the denial. Pursuant to the denial, Defendants are claiming that CAL DOJ is aware of the
specific amount it spent in a given year on each specific cost category. The form interrogatory
response, however, cannot support that denial, as the form interrogatory response refers to only the
Bureau of Firearms’ general knowledge of “the amount of money necessary to fund its program costs
and meet its statutory obligations.” The substantive issue here is clearly specific classes of cost that are
paid out of the DROS Special Account, not whether the respondent knows the total amount to fund all
of its programs and statutory obligations. Those are two very different issues.

In addition, it is unclear why Defendants state “[t]he costs needed to fund the Bureau's
programs (both regulatory and enforcement) are publicly available and are contained within the
Governor's annual budget.” Defendants do not make an objection that the information sought is
equally available to the propounding party, so that cannot be the explanation for this sentence. Further,
the sentence is unclear in that “costs” do not “fund” anything; this use of the word “costs” may be a
typographical error (perhaps the intended word was “money”), and Plaintiffs assume as much.
Regardless, it seems Defendants are trying to claim the very specific information sought by this portion
of Form Interrogatory is publically available in annual budget documents. Plaintiffs’ counsel has
reviewed the relevant budget documents, and is comfortable representing to a reviewing court that
specific information at issue is not expressly stated (and apparently not stated at all) in the cited
budgetary documents.

Finally, to the extent Defendants contend the interrogatory response segment at issue was not
meant to be a general statement, but instead a statement summarizing that the Bureau of Firearms
knows “the [specific] amount of money necessary to fund [each of] its program costs and meet [each
of] its statutory obligations[,]” such response is evasive, as it is narrow cost categories (DROS Special
Account-related cost categories, to be precise) referred to in the relevant requests that are relevant to
this lawsuit.

Tf Defendants are going to continue to assert that a denial is a proper response to Request for
Admission Nos. 42 and 43, Defendants’ response to Form Interrogatory 17.1 must be supplemented

1 8O EAST OCEAN BOULEVARD * SUITE 200 * LONG BeacH * CALIFORNIA * S08B02

T . DLV D I L ARAA @ Tav. REDLD I RaAAAR § MARAM MIAMLT L AVEDT AN



Mr. Anthony R. Hakl
October 17, 2014
Page 13 of 16

with a good faith identification of the specific facts that support such a denials. Civ. Proc. Code §
2030.010(a), (b).

Interrogatory No. 17.1 (Re: Request for Admission Nos. 62 & 64

The requests for admission at issue asks Defendants to admit that CAL DOJ is not aware of the
specific amount spent, in any given year, on certain cost categories utilized in Penal Code section
28225. Defendants responded “Denied with respect to the last five years.” In support of a (partial)
denial, Defendants’ response to Form Interrogatory No. 17.1 states, in relevant part:

The Bureau of Firearms is aware of the amount of money necessary to fund its
program costs and meet its statutory obligations. The costs needed to fund the Bureau's
programs (both regulatory and enforcement) are publicly available and are contained
within the Governor's annual budget.

This response is evasive. The relevant form interrogatory instruction requires the respondent to
“state all facts upon which you base your response[,] i.e., denial. Here, however, the facts stated do not
support the denial. Pursuant to the denial, Defendants are claiming that CAL DOJ is aware of the
specific amount it spent in a given year on each specific cost category. The form interrogatory
response, however, cannot support that denial, as the form interrogatory response refers to only the
Bureau of Firearms® general knowledge of “the amount of money necessary to fund its program costs
and meet its statutory obligations.” The substantive issue here is clearly specific classes of cost that are
paid out of the DROS Special Account, not whether the respondent knows the total amount to fund all
of its programs and statutory obligations. Those are two very different issues.

In addition, it is unclear why Defendants state “[t]he costs needed to fund the Bureau's
programs (both regulatory and enforcement) are publicly available and are contained within the
Governor's annual budget.” Defendants do not make an objection that the information sought is
equally available to the propounding party, so that cannot be the explanation for this sentence. Further,
the sentence is unclear in that “costs” do not “fund” anything; this use of the word “costs” may be a
typographical error (perhaps the intended word was “money”), and Plaintiffs assume as much.
Regardless, it seems Defendants are trying to claim the very specific information sought by this portion
of Form Interrogatory is publically available in annual budget documents. Plaintiffs’ counsel has
reviewed the relevant budget documents, and is comfortable representing to a reviewing court that
specific information at issue is not expressly stated (and apparently not stated at all) in the cited
budgetary documents.

Finally, to the extent Defendants contend the interrogatory response segment at issue was not
meant to be a general statement, but instead a statement summarizing that the Bureau of Firearms
knows “the [specific] amount of money necessary to fund [each of] its program costs and meet [each
of] its statutory obligations[,]” such response is evasive, as it is narrow cost categories (DROS Special
Account-related cost categories, to be precise) referred to in the relevant requests that are relevant to
this lawsuit.

If Defendants are going to continue to assert that a denial is a proper response to Request for
Admission Nos. 62 and 64, Defendants’ response to Form Interrogatory 17.1 must be supplemented
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with a good faith identification of the specific facts that support such a denials. Civ. Proc. Code §
2030.010(a), (b).

Interrogatory No. 17.1 (Re: Request for Admission Nos, 63 & 65)

The requests for admission at issue asks Defendants to admit that CAL DOJ is not aware of a
specific estimate being made, in any given year, on certain cost categories utilized in Penal Code
section 28225. Defendants responded “Denied with respect to the last five years.” In support of a
(partial) denial, Defendants’ response to Form Interrogatory No. 17.1 states, in relevant part:

The Bureau of Firearms is aware of the amount of money necessary to fund its
program costs and meet its statutory obligations. The costs needed to fund the Bureau's
programs (both regulatory and enforcement) are publicly available and are contained
within the Governor's annual budget.

This response is evasive. The relevant form interrogatory instruction requires the respondent to
“state all facts upon which you base your response[,] i.e., denial. Here, however, the facts stated do not
support the denial. Pursuant to the denial, Defendants are claiming that CAL DOJ is aware of specific
estimates that were made regarding each specific cost category at issue. The form interrogatory
tesponse, however, cannot support that denial, as the form interrogatory response refers to only the
Bureau of Firearms’ general knowledge of “the amount of money necessary to fund its program costs
and meet its statutory obligations.” The substantive issue here is clearly specific classes of cost that are
paid out of the DROS Special Account, not whether the respondent knows the total amount to fund all
of its programs and statutory obligations. Those are two very different issues.

In addition, it is unclear why Defendants state “[t]he costs needed to fund the Bureau's
programs (both regulatory and enforcement) are publicly available and are contained within the
Governor's annual budget.” Defendants do not make an objection that the information sought is
equally available to the propounding party, so that cannot be the explanation for this sentence. Further,
the sentence is unclear in that “costs™ do not “fund” anything; this use of the word “costs” may be a
typographical error (perhaps the intended word was “money”), and Plaintiffs assume as much.
Regardless, it seems Defendants ate trying to claim the very specific information sought by this portion
of Form Interrogatory is publically available in annual budget documents. Plaintiffs’ counsel has
reviewed the relevant budget documents, and is comfortable representing to a reviewing court that the
specific information at issue is not expressly stated (and apparently not stated at all) in the cited
budgetary documents.

Finally, to the extent Defendants contend the interrogatory response segment at issue was not
meant to be a general statement, but instead a statement summarizing that the Bureau of Firearms
knows “the [specific] amount of money necessary to fund [each of] its program costs and meet [each
of] its statutory obligations[,]” such a response is evasive, as it is narrow cost categories (DROS
Special Account-related cost categories, to be precise) referred to in the relevant requests that are
relevant to this lawsuit.

If Defendants are going to continue to assert that a denial is a proper response to Request for
Admission Nos. 63 and 65, Defendants’ response to Form Interrogatory 17.1 must be supplemented

| 80 EAST OCEAN BOULEVARD * SUITE 200 * LONG BEACH * CALIFORNIA * 90802
Tt RAP-2 | R-4444 ® Fayxy: B6EP-72 1 6-4445 * WWW MICHELLAWYERS.COM



Mr. Anthony R. Hakl
Qctober 17, 2014
Page 15 of 16

with a good faith identification of the specific facts that support such a denials. Civ. Proc. Code §
2030.010(a), (b).

Interrogatory No. 17.1 (Re: Request for Admission No. 66)

The requests for admission at issue asks Defendants to admit that CAL DOJ is not aware of the
existence of a specific list. In support of a (partial) denial, Defendants’ response to Form Interrogatory
No. 17.1 states, in relevant part:

The Bureau of Firearms is aware of the amount of money necessary to fund its
program costs and meet its statutory obligations. The costs needed to fund the Bureau's
programs (both regulatory and enforcement) are publicly available and are contained
within the Governor's annual budget.

Defendants have no additional documents to identify other than the documents
identified in connection with this case and the related federal case, Bauer v. Harris,
Case No. 1:11-cv-1440-LIO-MIJS (E.D. Cal.) Any request for documents can be
directed to counsel, whose contact information is above.

This response is evasive. For Defendants to assert that a denial is a proper response to Request
for Admission No. 66, that necessarily means the list mentioned in Request for Admission No. 66 is in
Defendants’ possession. Defendants’ response to Form Interrogatory 17.1 must be supplemented with
a good faith identification of the list, or the production of a copy of the list. Civ. Proc. Code §
2030.010(), (b).

Interrogatory No. 17.1 (Re: Request for Admission No. 67)

The requests for admission at issue asks Defendants to admit that CAL DOJ is not aware of the
existence of specific protocol for classifying costs pursuant to Penal Code section 28225. In support of
a (partial) denial, Defendants’ response to Form Interrogatory No. 17.1 states, in relevant part:

The Bureau of Firearms is aware of the amount of money necessary to fund its
progtam costs and meet its statutory obligations. The costs needed to fund the Bureau's
programs (both regulatory and enforcement) are publicly available and are contained
within the Governor's annual budget.

Defendants have no additional documents to identify other than the documents
identified in connection with this case and the related federal case, Bauer v. Harris,
Case No. 1:11-cv-1440-LJO-MJS (E.D. Cal.) Any request for documents can be
directed to counsel, whose contact information is above.
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This response is evasive. For Defendants to assert that a denial is a proper response to Request
for Admission No. 67, that necessarily mean the protocol mentioned in Request for Admission No. 67
exists. Defendants’ response to Form Interrogatory 17.1 must be supplemented with a good faith
identification of the protocol, or the production of a copy of the protocol if it is recorded as a
document. Civ. Proc. Code § 2030.010(a), (b).

Sincerel

Miclel & Associates, P.C.

cott M. Franklin
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KAMALA D. HARRIS ' ' State of California
Attorney General DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

1300 T STREET, SUITE 125

P.0. BOX 944255 °

SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2550

Public: 5916) 445-9555
Telephone: (916) 322-9041
Facsimile: (916) 324-8835

E-Mail: Anthony.Hakl@doj.ca.gov

December 4, 2014

Scott Franklin

Michel & Associates, P.C.

180 B. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 200
Long Beach, CA 90802

RE: Gentryv. Harris
Superior Court of California, County of Sacramento, C_ase No. 34-2013-80001667

Dear Mr, Franklin:

This letter responds to plaintiffs’ correspondence dated October 17, 2014, rc%arding the
discovery requests served by plaintiffs, and defendants’ responses to those requests. It also
follows up on our subsequent telephone conversation regarding that discovery.

As an initial matter, plaintiffs have asked that defendants more specifically identify ariy
documents being withheld based on a privilege and provide a privilege log. Defendants agree to
that request and will provide a privilege log. -

In their letter, plaintiffs have also expressed a concern suggesting that defendants have
failed to produce any “evidence of how the DROS Fee was set at $19.00.” (Oct. 17, 2014 letter
at p. 1.) Defendants have produced such evidence. For example, defendants have produced the
relevant rulemaking file from 2004, when the fee at issue was raised from $14.00 to $19.00.
Also, in the privilege log defendants will identify the handful of documents withheld based on a
claim of privilege. Thus, there is no basis for the broad motion in limine contemplated in
plaintiffs’ letter.

- 1o date, defendants have responded to the following discovery requests served by
plaintiffs:

—

Special Interrogatories (as to the Attorney General and

Chief of the Bureau of Firearms (“DOI"));

Form Interrogatories (as to DOJ);

Request for Admissions (as to DOJ);

Request for Production of Documents (as to DOJ);

Special Interrogatories (as to the State Controller’s Office (“SCO™); and
Request for Production of Documents (as to SCO).

A
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Each of the remaining items addressed in plaintiffs’ letter and discussed during our
telephone conversation is addressed below.

(DOJ) Defendants’ Responses to Plaintiffs "Request for Production of Documents, Set One

Request Nos. 1, 2.3 &5

. Plaintiffs have asked that defendants produce documents responsive to these requests for

the period covering Fiscal Year (“FY™) 2003/04 to FY 2013/14, Defendants agree to that
request, Accordingly, in further response to Request Nos. 1, 2, 3 & 5, defendants agree to
produce the relevant budget documents for FY 2003/04 through FY 2006/07, to the extent the
information still exists. As you likely recall, the documents for F'Y 2007/08 through FY 2013/14
have already been produced, either earlier in this action or in Bauer v. Harris, United States
District Court for the Eastern District of California, Case No. 1:11-cv-1440-LJO-MJS.

With respect to the budget documents, please know that they reflect a substantial amount
of relevant financial information. In sum, for each fiscal year the documents identify every DOJ
program (including but not limited to the DROS and APPS programs) funded by monies from
the DROS Special Fund, the Firearms Safety and Enforcement Special Fund, and the Firearms
Safety Account Special Fund. For each of those programs, defendants have also detailed the
relevant appropriations by the Legislature and DOJ’s actual expenditures on those programs by
year. Defendants have produced additional reports breaking down those annual expenditures by
line item.

Finally, while defendants agree to produce the additional budget documents, they are also
"continuing to search for still other responsive documents based on the expanded period of time
the parties have now agreed upon, a period that spans more than ten years. Defendants are
completing that search and will produce the existing responsive documents that fall within the
relevant time frame.

Request Nos. 7. 8, 17, 18, 32, 33 & 38

. Plaintiffs have asked that defendants respond to these requests for the period going back
to January 1, 2004. Defendants agree to do so with respect to Request Nos. 7, 8, 17, 18,32, and
33. By its own terms, though, Request No. 38 is limited to “testimony given after January 2,
2011.” So defendants do not believe any further response to Request No. 38 is needed. Please
let me know if you disagree. '

With respect to Request Nos. 7, 8, 18, 32 & 33, and after a diligent search and reasonable
inquiry, defendants have not located any responsive documents dated January 1, 2004 or after,

With respect to Request No, 17, attached to this letter as Exhibit A are additional press
releases dated January 1, 2004 or after. Please be aware that some of these press releases do not
directly reference “APPS”—which Request No. 17 focuses on—but out of an abundance of
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caution defendants have produced any press release relating to firearms in general during the
relevant period.

Request Nos. 11, 12, 13 & 14

Regarding these requests, and in response to plaintiffs’ request, defendants clarify that
documents concerning the term “CONTACTS” as defined by plaintiffs in their request do not
exist. This is why in their original response defendants provided the statistics for the number of
APPS “investigations” per year since 2007 and the number of firearms seized for each of those
years,

Request Nos. 21 & 22

In response to plaintiffs’ request that defendants respond to these items for the period
2004 to the present, defendants agree to produce the Budget Change Proposals (“BCPs”)
approved for FY 2004/05 through FY 2009/10. The BCPs for FY 2010/11 and beyond have
already been produced. Also, please be aware that defendants are not withholding any approved
BCPs based on any claim of privilege. .

Request Nos. 25 & 30

Regarding Request No. 25, and in response to plaintiffs’ request, defendants clarify that
other than what is in the 2010 rulemaking file already produced, defendants are not aware of any
“statement to 4 member of the public as to why the 2010 rulemaking was abandoned,” as stated
in plaintiffs’ October 17 letter.

Regarding Request No. 30, please be aware that a transcript of comments made at the
hearing of September 15, 2010, referred to in plaintiffs’ letter is in the 2010 rulemaking file
already produced. Defendants have also located an audio/video recording of that hearing on
compact disc. Although that recording may be duplicative of the transcript, defendants have
made a copy and a compact disc is enclosed with the copy of this letter arriving by regular mail,

Request No. 29

In response to Request No. 29, defendants can confirm that defendants haveno
responsive documents. But please note that by its own terms the request excludes documents
produced in Bauer v. Harris, and the 2004 rulemaking file was produced in that case.

(SCO) Defendants’ Responses to Plaintiffs’ Request for Production o(Documents, Set One

Request Nos. 5 & 6

For plaintiffs’ clarification, and pursuant to your request, please know that SCO limited
its production in response to these requests to documents for the period FY 2003/04 through FY
2013/14, although plaintiffs phrased the original requests in terms of “any document created after

n e, £
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January 1, 2000.” Based on plaintiffs’ position with respect to the requests discussed above (i.e.,
plaintiffs’ agreement to limit other discovery to the period 2004 and after), the SCO presumes
this l_imitation is agreeable. If not, please let me know.

(SCO) Defendants’ Responses to Plaintiffs’ Special Interrogatories, Set One

Interrogatory Nos. 5, 6, & 7

Ta clarify the answers to these questions, SCO understands these interrogatories to ask
for a list of disbursements made specifically for APPS, or law enforcement activity based on
APPS. -As such, the SCO can confirm that it is not in possession of the requested information.
Nor does the SCO know if the information requested is in the possession of another state agency,
although such information may be in the possession of the state agency responsible for carrying
out the program(s) at issue.

(DO.J) Defendants’ Responses to Plaintiffs’ Requests for Admissions, Set One

As we discussed during our telephone conversation, defendants intend to file a motion for
judgment on the pleadings to dispose of at least the first and second causes of action alleged in
the Complaint For Declaratory and Injurictive Relief and Petition for Writ of Mandamus. If the
Court grants that motion, the issues in this case will be significantly narrowed and many of the
requests for admissions will be mooted. Thus, defendants propose deferring any further
responses to the requests for admissions at this time.

This proposal will help conserve the resources of the parties and the Court, Itisalso
reasonable in light of the sheer number and breadth of diseovery requests plaintiffs have served
and the responses defendants have already provided. With respect to the requests for admissions
alone, plaintiffs served 117 réquests—more than triple the number expressly authorized by the
rules—and defendants have already admitted or denied the vast majority of those requests (i.e,,
more than 70 of them). Finally, plaintiffs will not suffer any prejudice under this proposal. A
discovery cut-off date has yet to be set and defendants are willing to agree to extend plaintiffs’
deadline to file a motion to compel futher responses to the requests for admissions until after the
Court rules on the motion for judgment on the pleadings.

Regarding our intended motion, we have contacted the Court regarding available hearing
dates. At this time, the earliest available date is February 20, 2014, at 9:00 a.m. I propose that
date. (Other dates currently available are March 27 and April 3, 10, or 24, each at 9:00 a.m.)
Please let me know if February 20 is agreeable and I will file a notice of hearing to formally
reserve the date, : :
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(DOJ) Défendants’ Responses to Plaintiffs’ Form Interrogatories, Set One

Request No. 15.1

Defendants objected to this interrogatory because, among other things, plaintiffs failed to
verify their petition for writ of mandate as required by the rules. As defendants have explained,
in the absence of the required verification it is unfair to expect defendants to respond to Form
Interrogatory 15.1. After our telephone conversation, plaintiffs expressed an intention to correct
 this deficiency by filing an appropriate verification. But plaintiffs have yet to do so, Defendants
" are willing to reconsider their position on any further response to this interrogatory if and when

plaintiffs file the required verification.

Request No. 17.1

Form Interrogatory 17.1 relates to the requests for admissions. Accordingly, consistent
with our proposal regarding any further responses to those requests, we also propose deferring
any further response to Form Interrogatory 17.1.

Thank you for continuing to meet and confer on these issues. As mentioned above, some
additional materials are being produced with this letter. We hope to produce any additional
responsive documents and the privilege log next week. In the meantime, please let me know
whether plaintiffs agree with the proposal regarding any further responses to the requests for
admissions. Also, please let me know about the hearing date.

Sincerely,

ANTHONY R. HAKL
Deputy Attorney General

For KAMALA D. HARRIS
Attorney General

SA2013113332
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EXHIBIT 3



Scott Franklin

From: : Anthony Hakl <Anthony.Hakl@doj.ca.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, December 10, 2014 2:33 PM

To: Scott Franklin

Subject: RE: Re Letter of December 4, 2014 (Gentry v. Harris)
Scott:

The central claim of the petition and complaint is that SB 819 violates Proposition 26. in relevant part, Proposition 26
states that “[a]ny change in state statute which results in any taxpayer paying a

higher tax must be imposed by an act passed by not less than two-thirds of all members elected to each of the two
houses of the Legislature.” Cal. Const., art. XIlIA § 3(a). But SB 819 does not “result[] in any taxpayer paying a higher
tax[.]” Rather, SB 819 simply concerns the use of DROS monies. In other words, prior to SB 819, a purchaser of a
firearm paid $19. After SB 819, he or she still paid $19. There is no “higher tax.” So SB 819 does not apply. That's a
rough outline of our MJOP.

Tony
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December 11, 2014
VIA EMAIL & U.S. MAIL

Mr. Anthony R. Hakl

Deputy Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
1300 “T’ Street, Suite 125
P.O. Box 944255

Sacramento, CA 94244

Anthony.Hakl@doj.ca.gov
Re:  Disputed Discovery Responses in Gentry v. Harris

Mr. Hakl:

I write in response to your letter of December 4, 2014, Sean Brady and I both analyzed the
rough outline of Defendants’ proposed MJOP, and it is our belief that the.argument you forwarded
would not be meritorious if argued to the Court, as discussed below. Thus, we are not able to agree to
the proposal to defer further responses as outlined in your letter of December 4, 2014.

The Proposed MJOP Does Not Justify Putting Discovery on Hold

We are confident that the fact the “DROS Fee” was $19.00 before and after SB 819's enactment
is irrelevant to the tax implication that resulted in the changed use of funds collected under the DROS
. Fee moniker. That is, pre-SB 819, DROS Fee funds went primarily (if not completely) to costs we
assume the DOJ considers to be regulatory, and my Clients argue that currently, some percentage of
those funds, post SB 819, go to a non-regulatory, general law enforcement use (i.e., APPS). This
means that there is some amount of tax where there was no tax before. Because SB 819's amendment
of Penal Code § 28225(b) results in the DROS Fee going from including (1) zero percent tax pre-SB
819 to (2) some portion of tax post-SB 819, which is the effect of SB 819 alleged in our clients'
pleadings, there clearly is "a change in state statute which results in any taxpayer paying a higher tax."
Cal. Const., art. XIIIA § 3(a).

Indeed, our Clients' Sixth Cause of Action seeks relief on an interrelated point. Namely, if the
DROS Fee had been properly set as of the passage of SB 819 (i.e., set to only cover the "the amount
necessary to fund” the items listed in Penal Code § 28225(b)), it would have been impossible for it to

| 80 EasT OCEAN BOULEVARD ®* SUITE 200 * LONG BeACH * CALIFORNIA * 90802
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Mr. Anthony Hakl
December 11,2014
Page 2 of 3

stay the same when an additional cost category ("possession" matters, e.g., APPS) was added to the
mix, especially a cost category that was as big as APPS-related expenditures was anticipated to be (and
is) after SB 819 passed. It is our clients' contention that had the DROS Fee been properly set to begin
with, the DOJ would not have been able to "keep" the DROS Fee at $19.00.

Additionally, I should take a moment to discuss the actual breakdown of the RFA responses
that are sought to be deferred. Of the approximately 52 responses at issue, by my count, about 35 go
the issues raised in my Clients' Sixth Cause of Action ("Write of Mandate - Review of Proper Amount
of "DROS Fee"), which will still exist even if the MJOP, as described, is granted. And of the
remaining RFAs, most appear to be very simple questions about what benefits or burdens DROS Fee
payors do or don't create or receive. I cannot in good faith put this relatively small but important
amount of discovery on hold based on an MJOP that I don't think will be successful.

Your letter of December 4, 2014, does not suggest what course of action should be taken if the
parties do not agree to put the disputed RFA responses "on hold." Presumably, there are only two
options now: (1) Defendants agree to timely provided further responses, or (2) a motion to compel is
filed, and Defendants will take some action to oppose. Because neither the December 4, 2014, letter
nor the objections stated with the relevant responses provide any argument we find to be persuasive as
to the outstanding RFA responses, we believe further responses should be provided. I don't know how
much time you need to determine whether further responses will be provided, but I request that, by
December 15, 2014, you either: (a) agree to provide the further responses (and related further form
interrogatory responses, if any) by January 19, 2014 (with a new motion to compel filing deadline for
RFAs, e.g., February 13, 2015), or (b) you let me know that you need a few more days to make a
decision, and that we will work in good faith to reschedule the relevant motion to compel! deadline.

The Remaining Disputed Discovery Issues

Also, there are a handful of documents that Defendants have agreed to produce, and I want to
be careful that I don’t let any deadlines pass unintentionally. Specifically, the documents at issue are:
1) the privilege log referred to in paragraph three of your letter of December 4, 2014; 2) further
documents in responses to document production request nos. 1, 2, 3, and 5'; and 3) Budget Change
Proposals for fiscal year 2004/2005 through 2009/10, in response to requests nos. 21 and 22. In
addition, now that the verification issue has been resolved by the filing of an errata and a verification, I
believe the related Form Interrogatory objection has been resolved and accordingly further responses
are required. My proposal is that we agree these four classes of documents will be produced by
December 29, 2014, and that the related MTC deadlines for the relevant sets of discovery will be
moved back to January 13, 2015.

Finally, as to your question about the scheduling of the MJOP hearing, my preferred hearing dates

1T am unclear on exactly what is being said the letter of December 4, 2014, as to the documents
produced in response to requests nos. 1, 2, 3, and 5. That is, in the statement that “Defendants have
produced additional reports breaking down those annual expenditures by line item[,]” I cannot tell
which “reports” are being referred to. If you would provide the Bates nos. for the documents being
referred to, I would appreciate it.
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would be either April 3 or April 7, 2015,
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions regarding the foregoing.
Sincerely,

Michel & Associates, P.C.

ﬂankhn
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January 238, 2015

YVIA EMAIL & U.S. MATL

Mr. Anthony R. Hakl

Deputy Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
1300 “I” Street, Suite 125
P.O. Box 944255

Sacramento, CA 94244

Anthony.Hakl@doj.ca.gov

Re:  Disputed Discovery Responses in Gentry v. Harris
Mr. Hakl:

I write in response to the privilege log provided on December 6, 2014, and the amended
responses provided on January 19, 2015.

Though I believe many of the previously identified insufficient responses have been sufficiently
amended, there are still many unresolved issued. Accordingly, this letter is intended to be a (further)
meet-and-confer communication aimed at resolving the currently disputed matters.

The Privilege Log Provided Does Not Justify the Withholding of Documents, with a Few
Exceptions

Items 5 and 6 on the privilege log provided by the Department each provide sufficient
information to confirm the withholding of the relevant documents appears to be justified under the
attorney-client privilege. Also, I would like to know what request item 12 responds to, because it
appears to be irrelevant at this time, and presumably we do not need it produced. Accordingly, my
clients are not challenging at least two, and perhaps three, privilege log entries. As to the other
documents withheld, however, the descriptions provided are not sufficient to ameliorate my belief that
the documents are potentially subject to disclosure. Indeed, it may be the case that, because the
privileges primarily being relied on (e.g., the official information and deliberative process privileges)
are not absolute and are subject to substantive balancing, I cannot state that providing further detail in
the privilege log will allay my belief that those privileges are inapplicable to most of the material being
withheld.
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Accordingly, I think it is worth discussing why the documents referred to in the privilege log
are not only important to Plaintiffs' case, but why I think we have a strong chance of obtaining them on
a motion to compel. I certainly welcome any further detail you can provide regarding the withheld
documents, but I want to be forthright in stating that providing such detail may only stoke my belief
that the withheld documents should be produced.

In your letter of December 4, 2014, you claim that the 2004 rulemaking file provides evidence
of how the DROS fee was set at $19.00. I must disagree, at least as to the extent DOJ is claiming the
2004 rulemaking file has substantive evidence of how the $19.00 amount was determined (obviously,
the 2004 rulemaking file shows, procedurally, how the $19.00 DROS fee was set). I have gone through
the 2004 Rulemaking file carefully, and I was not able to find any calculation, analysis, or other
externally verifiable explanation of the claim therein that "The proposed $19 fee is commensurate with
DOJ's processing costs of $19 per DROS[.]" AGRFP000399.

If you can show me a portion of the 2004 rulemaking file that actually explains the calculation
behind the DOJ's conclusion, then perhaps that will be sufficient for our arguments. But at this point, I
see nothing in the 2004 rulemaking file that is relevant to this issue, meaning the documents being
withheld are the only evidence of the data/analysis relied upon in seiting the DROS fee at $19.00.
Because my clients expressly plead a claim that the current fee is inappropriate, the data considered in
setting such fee is crucial to "the fair presentation of the[ir] case." See Marylander v. Super. Ct., 81
Cal. App. 4th 1119, 1129 (2000) (citation omitted). Further, the other Marylander factors also cut in
favor of disclosure. That is, because there is no other possible source for the information at issue, "the
availability of the material to the litigant by other means" is non-existent, thus mooting any inquiry as
to "the effectiveness and relative difficulty of such other means[.]" Id.

Accordingly, I believe that, where the privileges alleged are subject to a balancing test, the
balance weighs in favor of disclosure for all of the documents where no absolute privilege claim is
made.

I see one option that might streamline our further action on this. If the Department is willing to
offer a sworn statement as to the specifics of how the new DROS fee was determined in 2004, that
would seem to preclude our need for the withheld documents, assuming the explanation produced
matched up with the documents and facts already produced. Technically, the statement probably would
not cover item 9, which appears to have been drafted after the 2004 rulemaking. But I believe we
would, as a matter of compromise, not challenge the withholding of that document if a sufficient sworn
statement is provided.

Some of the Amended Request for Admission Responses Are Still Insufficient

RFA No. 33

Defendants’ amended response to RFA includes a date of “January 1, 2014,” which appeas to
be a typo. Ifitis not a typo, then the response fails to correct the improper time limitation previously
raised in my letter of October 27, 2014. A further response should be provided. Civ. Proc. Code §
2033.220(a), (b).
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RFA Nos. 83-86, 88-89

Just because the Defendants claim Proposition 26 does not apply does not mean they simply do
not have to respond. I have addressed this concept before in my letter of October 17, 2014. Because
these RFAs have to do with the question of whether or not a certain position is held by the Department,
“unable to admit or deny” is not an truthful option. That i, either the position at issue is held by the
Department, or it is not. There is no middle position. The responses are evasive, and based on the fact
that this is the second time Defendants have attempted to evade the questions at the heart of this case, I
suspect there will not be further productive discussion on this issue. Either the Defendants comply by
providing their position on these issues, or we will be required to move to compel on this issue. Civ.
Proc. Code § 2033.290(a)(1).

RFA Nos. 113 & 114

The responses at issue have not changed notwithstanding the parties having met and conferred,
and Defendants have never provided a legitimate basis for failing to answer these RFAs. Thus, because
the parties were not able to resolve this issue even after a good faith attempt, a motion to compel is
now appropriate regarding these two responses.

Some of the Amended Form Interrogatory Responses Are Still Insufficient

FI No. 15.1

I am aware of no rule that allows a defendant to avoid answering Form Interrogatory No. 15.1
based on the fact that the defendant filed or planned to file an amended responsive pleading,
Furthermore, Form Interrogatory No. 15.1 is not limited to Defendants® original general denial, it refers
to “each special or affirmative defense in your pleadings[,]” meaning it applies to the contemplated
responsive pleading as well. And in any event, I cannot imagine why the filing of a verification would
change the affirmative defenses being plead, save Affirmative Defense No. 8. Indeed, the refusal to
provide a further response to the remaining affirmative defenses indicates an intent to delay. As the
Plaintiffs clearly have a right for the information sought, I request Defendants agree to provide the
information sought by February 2, 2015, with the actual production occurring no later than February
27,2015. Otherwise, the Plaintiffs will (re)propound Form Interrogatory 15.1 again as to the new
responsive pleading.

FI No. 17.1 (RFA No. 18)

The response provided is not responsive as to subsection (b). The RFA at issue asks the
Defendants to admit that there is no “special privilege” granted to the DROS Fee payor. The response
to Form Interrogatory 17.1(re RFA No. 17), at subsection (b), does not refer to any privilege that is
granted to a DROS payor. It is unclear if the repetition is a clerical error, or if it was intentional.
Either way, the amended response is not “as complete and stra:ghtforward as the information
reasonably available to the responding party permits[,]” meaning a further amended response should be
provided. Civ. Proc. Code § 2030.220(a).

If it is the Defendants’ position that, in the context of this matter, a “special privilege” and a
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“benefit” are synonymous, then a further amended response substituting the words “special privilege”
for the word “benefit” in subsection (b) would be legally sufficient (though Plaintiffs substantively
disagree with that position).

FI No. 17.1 (RFA No. 19)

The response provided is not responsive as to subsection (b). The RFA at issue asks the
Defendants to admit that a DROS Fee payor does not get a greater benefit than an person who has not
paid such fee. The response does not respond to the comparative question as to whether one class of
person gets a greater benefit than another class of person. It is unclear if the repetition is a clerical
error, or if it was intentional. Either way, the amended response is not “as complete and
straightforward as the information reasonably available to the responding party permits[,]” meaning a
further amended response should be provided. Civ. Proc. Code § 2030.220(a).

If it is the Defendnats’ position that, in the context of this matter, the alleged APPS-related
“benefit” running to DROS payors is greater than the APPS-related benefit running to those who do not
pay a DROS fee (which must be true, if the Department is going to stick with its “denial” response to
RFA No. 19), subsection (b) must have some factual allegation concerning the APPS-related benefit, or
lack of benefit, that runs to those who do not pay a DROS fee.

FINo. 17.1 (RFA No. 21)

The response provided is not responsive as to subsection (b). The RFA at issue asks the
Defendants to admit that there is no “APPS-related service” provided to the DROS Fee payor. The
response to Form Interrogatory 17.1(re RFA No. 17), at subsection (b), does not refer to any service
that is granted to a DROS payor. It is unclear if the repetition is a clerical error, or if it was intentional.
Either way, the amended response is not “as complete and straightforward as the information
reasonably available to the responding party permits[,]”” meaning a further amended response should be
provided. Civ. Proc. Code § 2030.220(a).

If it is the Defendants’ position that, in the context of this matter, an “APPS-related service”
and a “benefit” are the synonymous, then a further amended response substituting the words “APPS-
related service” for the word “benefit” in subsection (b) would be legally sufficient (though Plaintiffs
substantively disagree with that position).

FI No. 17.1 (RFA No. 22)

The response provided is not responsive as to subsection (b). The RFA at issue asks the
Department to admit that a DROS Fee payor does not get any different APPS-related government
service when compared to a person who has not paid such fee. The response given does not respond
the comparative question as to whether one class of person gets a different benefit than another class of
person. It is unclear if the repetition is a clerical error, or if it was intentional. Either way, the
amended response is not “as complete and straightforward as the information reasonably available to
the responding party permits[,]” meaning a further amended response should be provided. Civ. Proc.
Code § 2030.220(a).
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If it is the Department’s position that, in the context of this matter, the alleged APPS-related
“government service” running to DROS payors is different than the APPS-related benefit running to
those who do not pay a DROS fee (which must be true, if the Department is going to stick with its
“denial” response to RFA No. 22), subsection (b) must have some factual allegation concerning the
APPS-related government service, or lack APPS-related governmental service, that runs to those who
do not pay a DROS fee.

FI No. 17.1 (RFA No. 26)

By denying the underlying RFA, the Department has effectively admitted “that costs arising
from the implementation of APPS are [] regulatory costs directly arising from performing background
investigations as part of the DROS PROCESS.” The form interrogatory response provided regarding
that RFA response, however, does not in anyway attempt to explain how the costs of implementing
APPS could be regulatory costs arising from the performance of background checks. Subsection (b) of
the relevant form interrogatory response only cites to Penal Code section 28225 and states “the DROS
fee is designed to cover a number of costs, as specified.” Inasmuch section 28225 does not provide an
explanation of APPS-cost being regulatory costs, let alone costs that arise “from performing
background investigations as part of the DROS PROCESS],]” a further response is required. Civ,
Proc. Code § 2030.220(a).

FI No. 17.1 (RFA No. 27)

By denying the underlying RFA, the Department has effectively admitted “that is the position of
CAL DOJ that Section 28225 does [] place a duty on CAL DOJ to consider whether the DROS FEE
currently being charged is excessive.” But the response to the relevant form interrogatory, strangely,
states that “Section 28225 does not speak in terms of any ‘duty,” ministerial or otherwise.” This
response is evasive, and a further response to subsection (b)) should be provided, even if it is a simple
statement that, “section 28225 requires the Department to consider whether the DROS FEE currently
being charged is excessive, though that section does not indicate when such consideration should
occut.”

FI No. 17.1 (RFA No. 38)

The response provided is evasive. By denying the underlying RFA, the Department has
effectively admitted “that the PER TRANSACTION COST of the DROS PROCESS is [not] less than
$19.00.” Accordingly, the response to subsection (b) should explain that the PER TRANSACTION
COST is $19.00 or more. Instead, the Department refers to a previous a set of previous special
interrogatory responses that basically said that the Department did not know what the current PER
TRANSACTION COST is for the DROS PROCESS, but that the responding parties were working “in
good faith” to make a PER TRANSACTION COST estimate. The fact that Defendants have had
months to work in good faith to reach an estimate of the PER TRANSACTION COST, and because of
the underlying RFA denial, I believe a second amended response to subsection (b) is required. Civ.
Proc. Code § 2030.220(a).
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FI No. 17.1 (RFA. No. 58)

The responding parties’ denial of the underlying RFA is basically an admission “that CAL DOJ
is [] aware of what amount it paid in any given year, calendar, fiscal, or otherwise, for actual costs
associated with the electronic or telephonic transfer of information . . . .” But the relevant form
interrogatory response does not state facts supporting that denial as is required. Instead, responding
parties first make a general claim that does not respond to the RFA at hand (being “aware of the
amount of money necessary to fund [various unnamed] programs” is nof the same as being aware of the
issue raised in the relevant RFA, i.e., the “amount paid in any given year” for a very narrow class of
costs incurred subject to Penal Code section 28215) and that public documents exist that support that
claim.

Stating that the Governor’s annual budget includes “[t]he costs needed to fund th Bureau’s
programs” is evasive. Even had Plaintiffs asked about the Bureau’s program costs as a whole
(assuming that is actually stated in the Governor’s annual budget), the interrogatory response at issue
would be boarderline evasive. See Civ. Proc. Code § 2030.220(a) (interrogatory responses “shall be as
complete and straightforward as the information reasonably available to the responding party
permits”) (italics added). But the underlying RFA asks about yearly cost in a very narrow category,
and I am confident there is not a portion of the Governor’s annual budget that expressly deals with the
specific costs incurred under Penal Code section 28215. Indeed, if Plaintiffs are unable to obtain
clearer identification of the supposedly responsive portion of the Governor’s annual budget pursuant to
this request, I believe that provides a sufficient basis for seeking that same information via deposition.

Whether the responding parties decide to change their response to the underlying RFA or
provide a sufficient response to the form interrogatory subsection at issue is for the Department to
decide. But as it stands, the response currently provided for subsection (b) is insufficient such that a
motion to compel further response is proper. Civ. Proc. Code § 2030.300(a)(1).

FI No. 17.1 (RFA No. 68)

The responding parties’ denial of the underlying RFA is basically an admission “that CAL DOJ
is [Jaware of a calculation being performed after January 1, 2005, to determine the sum of costs and
estimated costs listed in SECTION 28225(c).” And yet, the relevant form interrogatory response does
not mention or refer to any such calculation. Because the subsection (b) response provided by the
responding parties is not meandering and difficult to discuss in toto, it must be broken down sentence-
by-sentence for analysis.

The Bureau of Firearms is aware of the amount of money necessary to fund its
program costs and meet its statutory obligations.

The issue in the underlying RFA is not whether “[t]he Bureau of Firearms is aware of the amount of
money necessary to fund its program costs and meet its statutory obligations, including those
referenced in § 28225(b)(1), (2), (10), & (11)[;]” the issue is if the responding parties know of a
calculation of the sum of costs listed in Penal Code section 28225(c). The response provided does not
even address the relevant code section, so this sentence is off point. Further, it conflicts with other
portions of the Defendants’ FI No. 17.1 response that state Defendants are unaware of the calculation
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of a yearly cost under section 28255(b)(1), (2), (10), and (1.

The costs needed to fund the Bureau's programs (both regulatory and enforcement) are
publicly available and are contained within the Governor's annual budget.

Again, the RFA at issue did not ask about “[t]he costs needed to fund the Bureau’s programs,” it asked
about a specific lists of costs. This sentence obfuscates the request, and is improper accordingly. As
discussed above, if sufficient form interrogatory responses are not provided, the only other option I see
is getting the information sought through deposition.

The Bureau is not aware of the total amount of costs incurred by mental health facilities,
hospitals, local law enforcement agencies, and other state departments as referenced in
section 28225(b)(3)-(9).

Just like the preceding two sentences, this statement does not align with the underlying RFA and
response thereto. Indeed, the fact that the Bureau admits that it does not know cost amounts that are
part, but not all of, the sum of actual and estimated costs listed in section 28225, tends to suggest
Defendants’ “denial” in response to RFA No. 68 is untrue.

In sum, the response at issue is evasive, and if Defendants are not going to amend their
response to the underlying RFA to an admission, then a further amended response to the relevant FI
subsection is required. Civ. Proc. Code § 2030.220(a). '

FI No. 17.1 (RFA No. 78)

Form Interrogatory 17.1 requires a response for each related RFA response that is not an
unqualified admission. The response provided was a qualified admission. Thus, Defendants should
have provided a form interrogatory 17.1 response regarding the statement in the RFA response that the
comparison mentioned in the RFA “was not the sole basis for setting the fee at $19.00.”

FI No. 17.1 (RFA No. 83-86, 83-89)

The subsection (b) responses provided here are without merit. Just because the Defendants
claim Proposition 26 does not apply does not mean they simply do not have to respond. I have
addressed this concept before in my letter of October 17, 2014, and I address it above regarding the
response to RFA No. 83. As you know, just because a party claims a legal theory does not apply, that
does not absolve the party from providing a response to discovery concerning the disputed legal theory,
If the response at issue was a true statement of discovery law, no one could ever get opposing parties to
produce information concerning disputed claims, which is the point of the discovery process.

Furthermore, Defendants’ attempt to sit on the fence by claiming they, “at this time . . , have no
position on the . . . issue” is not a legitimate response option. Ultimately, the problem here is derived
from the improper response to RFA Nos. 83-86, 88-89. However, because the relevant form
interrogatory responses do not legitimately explain the alleged inability, they are insufficient and must
be revised or replaced. Civ. Proc. Code § 2030.220(a).
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FI No. 17.1 (RFA No. 92-96, 99)

By denying the underlying RFAs, the Defendants effectively admit the inverse of the proposed
admissions. The subsection (b) responses at issue here are insufficient because, when all of the
unrelated verbiage is stripped out of Defendants’ responses, it is clear that they do not provide any facts
that support the RFA denials at issue, as is required per Form Interrogatory 17.1(b). In fact, the
subsection (b) response is basically a restatement of the relevant RFAs, in the negative. If Defendants
are going to stick with the denial of the underlying RFA, the proper subsection (b) response will
include all examples Defendants are reasonably aware of that actually support the denials given. Civ.
Proc. Code § 2030.220(a).

Conclusion

I suspect we are at an impasse regarding all of the issues above, excepting perhaps the privilege
log matter. Regardless, assuming the current February 13, 2015, motion to compel filing deadline can
be moved accordingly, we are open to further discussion on the matters addressed above. Please let me
know by February 2, 2015, whether (a) a second round of amended responses (re RFA and FI) are
forthcoming or (b) you wish to further discuss the disputed matters.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions regarding the foregoing,

Scott M. Franklin
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Add To My Favorites | Version:
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SB-819 Firearms.(2011-2012)

Text Votes History Bill Analysis Today's Law As Amended @Compare Versions Status
Comments To Author

SHARE THIS:

Bill Start

Senate Bill No. 819
CHAPTER 743

An act to amend Section 28225 of the Penal Code, relating to firearms.

[ Approved by Governor October 09, 2011. Filed with Secretary of
State October 09, 2011. ]

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

SB 819, Leno. Firearms.

Existing law authorizes the Department of Justice to require a firearms dealer to charge each

firearm purchaser a fee, as specified, to fund various specified costs in connection with, among

other things, a background check of the purchaser, and to fund the costs associated with the

department’s firearms-related regulatory and enforcement activities related to the sale, purchase,
loan, or transfer of firearms. The bill would make related legislative findings and declarations.

This bill would also authorize using those charges to fund the department’s firearms-related
regulatory and enforcement activities related to the possession of firearms, as specified.

Digest Key



Vote: MAJORITY Appropriation: NO Fiscal Committee: YES Local Program: NO

Bill Text

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO
ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1.

The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:

(a) California is the first and only state in the nation to establish an automated system for
tracking handgun and assault weapon owners who might fall into a prohibited status.

(b) The California Department of Justice (DOJ) is required to maintain an online database, which
is currently known as the Armed Prohibited Persons System, otherwise known as APPS, which
cross-references all handgun and assault weapon owners across the state against criminal history
records to determine persons who have been, or will become, prohibited from possessing a
firearm subsequent to the legal acquisition or registration of a firearm or assault weapon.

(c) The DOJ is further required to provide authorized law enforcement agencies with inquiry
capabilities and investigative assistance to determine the prohibition status of a person of
interest.

(d) Each day, the list of armed prohibited persons in California grows by about 15 to 20 people.
There are currently more than 18,000 armed prohibited persons in California. Collectively, these
individuals are believed to be in possession of over 34,000 handguns and 1,590 assault weapons.
The illegal possession of these firearms presents a substantial danger to public safety.

(e) Neither the DOJ nor local law enforcement has sufficient resources to confiscate the
enormous backlog of weapons, nor can they keep up with the daily influx of newly prohibited
persons.

(f) A Dealer Record of Sale fee is imposed upon every sale or transfer of a firearm by a dealer in
California. Existing law authorizes the DOJ to utilize these funds for firearms-related regulatory
and enforcement activities related to the sale, purchase, loan, or transfer of firearms pursuant to
any provision listed in Section 16580 of the Penal Code, but not expressly for the enforcement
activities related to possession.

(g) Rather than placing an additional burden on the taxpayers of California to fund enhanced
enforcement of the existing armed prohibited persons program, it is the intent of the Legislature
in enacting this measure to allow the DOJ to utilize the Dealer Record of Sale Account for the
additional, limited purpose of funding enforcement of the Armed Prohibited Persons System.



SEC. 2.

Section 28225 of the Penal Code is amended to read:

28225,

(a) The Department of Justice may require the dealer to charge each firearm purchaser a fee not
to exceed fourteen dollars ($14), except that the fee may be increased at a rate not to exceed any
increase in the California Consumer Price Index as compiled and reported by the Department of
Industrial Relations.

(b) The fee under subdivision (a) shall be no more than is necessary to fund the following:
(1) The department for the cost of furnishing this information.

(2) The department for the cost of meeting its obligations under paragraph (2) of subdivision (b)
of Section 8100 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.

(3) Local mental health facilities for state-mandated local costs resulting from the reporting
requirements imposed by Section 8103 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.

(4) The State Department of Mental Health for the costs resulting from the requirements imposed
by Section 8104 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.

(5) Local mental hospitals, sanitariums, and institutions for state-mandated local costs resulting
from the reporting requirements imposed by Section 8105 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.

(6) Local law enforcement agencies for state-mandated local costs resulting from the notification
requirements set forth in subdivision (a) of Section 6385 of the Family Code.

(7) Local law enforcement agencies for state-mandated local costs resulting from the notification
requirements set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 8105 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.

(8) For the actual costs associated with the electronic or telephonic transfer of information
pursuant to Section 282135.

(9) The Department of Food and Agriculture for the costs resulting from the notification
provisions set forth in Section 5343.5 of the Food and Agricultural Code.

(10) The department for the costs associated with subdivisions (d) and (e) of Section 27560.

(11) The department for the costs associated with funding Department of Justice firearms-related
regulatory and enforcement activities related to the sale, purchase, possession, loan, or transfer of
firearms pursuant to any provision listed in Section 16580.

(c) The fee established pursuant to this section shall not exceed the sum of the actual processing
costs of the department, the estimated reasonable costs of the local mental health facilities for
complying with the reporting requirements imposed by paragraph (3) of subdivision (b), the
costs of the State Department of Mental Health for complying with the requirements imposed by
paragraph (4) of subdivision (b), the estimated reasonable costs of local mental hospitals,



sanitariums, and institutions for complying with the reporting requirements imposed by
paragraph (5) of subdivision (b), the estimated reasonable costs of local law enforcement
agencies for complying with the notification requirements set forth in subdivision (&) of Section
6385 of the Family Code, the estimated reasonable costs of local law enforcement agencies for
complying with the notification requirements set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 8105 of the
Welfare and Institutions Code imposed by paragraph (7) of subdivision (b), the estimated
reasonable costs of the Department of Food and Agriculture for the costs resulting from the
notification provisions set forth in Section 5343.5 of the Food and Agricultural Code, the
estimated reasonable costs of the department for the costs associated with subdivisions (d) and
(e) of Section 27560, and the estimated reasonable costs of department firearms-related
regulatory and enforcement activities related to the sale, purchase, possession, loan, or transfer of
firearms pursuant to any provision listed in Section 16580.

(d) Where the electronic or telephonic transfer of applicant information is used, the department
shall establish a system to be used for the submission of the fees described in this section to the

department.
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSTS’ OFFICE .
SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT OF THE 2002 BUDGET ACT

ITEM 0820-001-0460 o
DEALERS’ RECORD OF SALE FUND (DROS)

November 1, 2002




DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

DEALERS' REGORD OF SALE (DROS) FUND REVENUE INFORMATION
FISCAL YEARS 1998-1999 THROUGH 2001-2002

Atta}:hment 1

Thoe DROS Fund contalns a multiple number of sources of ravenue other than revenues recelved from dealers’ recor

rds of sales of flrearms. The chart below
Identifios fourt of that are daposited in tha DROS Fund.
FY FY FY FY
TRANSACTION & STATUTORY AUTHORITY 98-99 99-00 00-01 g1-02
DEALERS RECORD OF SALE OF FIREARM (DROS) - PC 12076(s) 5,450,000 6,648,000 5,101,000 5,014,000
PEACE OFFICER STANDARD TRAINING (POST) - PC 135116 55,000 57,000 45,000 27,000
PEACE OFFICER FIREARMS ELIGIBILITY APPLICANT - PC 832,15(c) 381,000 399,000 430,000 482,000
ISECURITY GUARD FIREARMS ELlGIBlLlTYAPPLlGANT ~ B&P 7583.28(a) 342,000 345,000 339,000 383,000
HANDGUN REPORY - VOL REG, OPER OF LAW, NEW RES, CURIO/RELIC - PC 12076(1)(1) 46,000 47,000 | 49,000 56,000
ASSAULY WEAPON REGISTRATION - PC 12285(g) - 20,000 838,000 37,000
CERTIFICATE OF ELIGIBILITY (COE) « PC 1207 1(a}(5) 74,000 69,000 64,000 84,000
CARRY CONCEALED WEAPON LICENSE ~ PC 12054(8) 858,000 753,000 513,000 743,000
CENTRALIZED LIST OF GUN DEALERS & DEALER INSPECTIONS « PC 12071() 274,000 201,000 238,000 272,000
DANG WEAPONS LICENSES & PERMITS - PC 12088, 12231, 12250, 12287, 12305(e), 12424 £9,000 102,000 51,000 53,000
FIREARMS MANUFACTURERS LICENSE - PC 12086(b){3) - 6,000 4,000 §.000
GUN SHOW PROMOTER'S LICENSE - PC 12071.1(d) - 1,000 1,000 1,000
SAFE HANDGUN TESTING & LABORATORY TESTING - PC 12130(b), 12431(b)(1) - - 101,000 131,000
ASSAULT WEAPON GUIDE - PC 12288 - . 5,000 1,000
DROS (0460) TOTAL 7,579,000 8,588,000 7,778,000 7,278,000
Nola: Somesp involve the pi @ of more than one fireamn, As an example, the first long gun
lon is §44, with ions at $30. Therefore, Attachment § and Allachment V da not
lia oul for that reasox. .
hiali 7N

10/31/2002
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KaMALA D, HARRIS
Attorney General of California
STEPAN A. HAYTAYAN
Supervising Deputy Attorney General
ANTHONY R, HAKL, State Bar No. 197335
Deputy Attorney General
1300 I Street, Suite 125
P.O, Box 944255
Sacramento, CA 94244-2550
Telephone: (916) 322-9041
Fax: (916) 324-8835
E-mail: Anthony.Hakl@doj.ca.gov
Attorneys for Defendants and Respondents

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

- of California; STEPHEN LINDLEY, in His

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO
DAVID GENTRY, JAMES PARKER, Case No. 34-2013-80001667
MARK MID LAM, JAMES BASS, and
CALGUNS SHOOTING SPORTS DEFENDANTS ATTORNEY GENERAL
" ASSOCIATION, KAMALA HARRIS AND BUREAU OF

FIREARMS CHIEF STEPHEN
Plaintiffs and Petitioners, | LINDLEY’S AMENDED RESPONSES

< - | TO REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS
v. (SET ONE)

KAMALA HARRIS, in Her Official |
Capacity as Attorney General for the State

Official Capacity as Acting Chief for the
California Department of Justice, JOHN
CHIANG, in his official capacity as State
Controller, and DOES 1-10,

Defendants and Respondents,

" PROPOUNDING PARTY: PLAINTIFFS
RESPONDING PARTY: DEFENDANTS ATTORNEY GENERAL KAMALA
HARRIS AND BUREAU OF FIREARMS CHIEF -
STEPHEN LINDLEY

SET NUMBER: ONE

1

Defendants Attorney General Kamala Harris and Bureau of Firearms Chief Stephen Lindley’s

Amended Responses to Requests for Admissions (Set One) (34-2013-80001667)




O 00 3 Y Ut s WN

(>IN N (941 4 w N — < O oo ~J (o)) L5, TR w N — o

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 7:

Defendants object to this request. The phrase “segregated in any way” is vague and
ambiguous. Without waiving this objection, defendants respond as follows:
Admitted.. '
[REOUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 8:

Admit it is impossible to trace a specific DROS FEE payment once it is deposited into the
DROS SPECIAL ACCOUNT.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 8:

Defendants object to this request. The use of the word “trace” is vague and ambiguous.
Without waiving this objection, defendants respond as follows:

Admitted. _|
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO: 9:

Admit that, for Fiscal Year 2013-2 014, CAL DOJ spent more than $6,000,000 on APPS

related law enforcement activities,

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 9:

Admitted.
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 10
Admit that, for Fiscal Year 2013-2014, no money from the GENERAL FUND was used

to fund CAL DOJ’s APPS-related activities.
- RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 10:

Denied.
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 11:
Admit that it is the position of CAL DOJ that the use of DROS FEE FUNDS to fund

APPS does not in any way operate as a tax under state law.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 11:
Admitted.

4

Defendants Attorney General Kamala Harris and Bureau of Firearms Chief Stephen Lindley’s
Amended Responses to Requests for Admissions (Set One) (34-2013-80001667)
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abiding citizens who have not participated in the DROS PROCESS,
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 86:

Defendants object to this request. It is irrelevant, defendants having admitted that the use
of DROS funds does not operate as a tax. The request is also an improper use of the request for
admission procedure. The purpose of that procedure is to expedite trials and to eliminate the need
for proof when matters are not legitimately contested. (Cembrook v. Superior' Court (1961) 56
Cal.2d 423, 429; see also Stull v. Sparrow (2001) 92 Cal.App.4th 860, 864.) In the event the legal
issue imblicated by this request becomes relevant, defendants will contest the issue at trial. The
request for admission device is not intended to provide a windfall to litigants in granting a
substantive victory in the case by deeming material issues édmitted. St. Mary v. Superior Court
(2014) 2'23 Cal.App.4th 762, 783-784, Sec;,tion 2033 is “calculated to compel admissions as to all
things that cannot réasonably be controverted” not to provide “gotcha,” after-the-fact penal;cies for
pressing issues that were legitimately contested. (Haseltine v. Haseltine (1962) 203 Cal.App.2d
48, 61; see also Elston v. City of Turloék (1985) 38 Cal.3d 227, 235 [“Although the admissions
p.rocedure is designed to expedite matters by avoiding trial on undisputed issues, the request at
issue here did not include issues as to which the parties might conceivably agree.”], superseded
by statute on another basis as described in Tackett v. City of Huntington Beach (1994) 22
Cal, App.4th 60, 64-65.)

Without waiving this objection, defendants respond as follows:

Unable to admit or deny. '

{REOUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 87:
Admit that, as of the date of this request, it is the position of CAL DOJ that DROS FEE

FUNDS may legally be used for expenditures related to APPS without any legislative action other
than appropriation legislation.
' RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 87:
Admitted. _]
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 88:

Admit that it is the position of CAL DOJ that law-abiding firearm owners have a greater

Defendants Attorney General Kamala Harris and Bureau of Firearms Chief Stephen Lindley’s
Amended Responses to Requests for Admissions (Set One) (34-2013-80001667)
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Department of Finance '  Fund: 0460

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ‘ mebcefeé

MANUAL OF STATE FUNDS From:
Legal Titlo
Denters' Record of Sale Special Account
Legal Citntion/Authovity
Chapter 327 Statutes of 1982
Penu) Code, Section 12076
Fund Classification Fund Classification
GAA¥P Basis Legal Basis .
Governmental/Special Revenue Gavernmental/Other Goveramentat Cost Funds
Purpose

Administration of the registeation program lor foes imposed on {ivearn dealers for sales of firearms
capuble of being concealed.

Administering Ageney/Org, Code

4 Organization Code ~ 0820/Department of Justice

1}
Reventue Sourcey

Fees on sale of concealable fircarms by a dealer,

Disposition of Funds {upon abolishiment) .

Pursuant to Government Code 16346, absent Janguage that Identifics a successor fund. any balance
remaining in this fund upon abolishment shall be transferved to the General Fund.

Avpproprintion Authority )
Section 12076 of the Penal Code provides that the money s uvailable when appropriated by (he

Legislature, ‘
State Appropristions Limit

Excluded - Revenues in thls Mind are not proeeeds ol taxes, however, when wansferred. way become
| proceeds of taxes, These revenues are used (o regulate the actlvities engaged in by the payers.

—

Historieal Comments

72712010 F'UND 0460

o AGRFP000152
Page 26/26
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KAMALA D. HARRIS
Attorney General of California
STEPAN A. HAYTAYAN
Supervising Deputy Attorney General
ANTHONY R. HAKL, State Bar No. 197335
Deputy Attorney General
1300 I Street, Suite 125
P.O. Box 944255
Sacramento, CA 94244-2550
Telephone: (916) 322-9041
Fax: (916) 324-8835
E-mail: Anthony.Hakl@doj.ca.gov
Attorneys for Defendants and Respondents

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO
DAVID GENTRY, JAMES PARKER, Case No. 34-2013-80001667
MARK MID LAM, JAMES BASS, and
CALGUNS SHOOTING SPORTS DEFENDANTS ATTORNEY GENERAL
ASSOCTATION, KAMALA HARRIS AND BUREAU OF

- of California; STEPHEN LINDLEY, in His

FIREARMS CHIEF STEPHEN
Plaintiffs and Petitioners, | LINDLEY’S AMENDED RESPONSES

.| TO REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS
v. (SET ONE)

KAMALA HARRIS, in Her Official
Capacity as Attorney General for the State

Official Capacity as Acting Chief for the
California Department of Justice, JOHN
CHIANG, in his official capacity as State
Controller, and DOES 1-10,

Defendants and Respondents,

" PROPOUNDING PARTY: PLAINTIFFS ‘
RESPONDING PARTY: DEFENDANTS ATTORNEY GENERAL KAMALA
HARRIS AND BUREAU OF FIREARMS CHIEF -
STEPHEN LINDLEY

SET NUMBER: ONE

1

Defendants Attorney General Kamala Harris and Bureau of Firearms Chief Stephen Lindley’s
Amended Responses to Requests for Admissions (Set One) (34-2013-80001667)
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 12:

Admit that it is the position of CAL DOJ that the use of DROS FEE FUNDS to fund
APPS operates as a tax under state law,

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 12:

Defendants object to this request. The request is irrelevant and unduly repetitive in light
of Request for Admission No. 11 and defendants’ response to it. Plaintiffs having asked Form
Interrogatory No. 17.1 in connection with their requests for admissions, preparing a response to
this request would also impose an unfair burden on defendants. |

. Without waiving this objection, defendants respond as follows:
Denied.
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 13: _
E‘Admit that it is the position of CAL DOJ that funding APPS with funds from the DROS
SPECIAL FUND does not cause the DROS FEE to be a tax under state law.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 13:
Admitted.]
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 14: |
Admit that it is the position of CAL DOJ that funding APPS with funds from the DROS

SPECIAL FUND does not cause the DROS FEE to be a tax under state law,
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 14:

Defendants object to this request. The request is repetitive. It is the same as Request for

.Admission No. 13.

Without waiving this ijection, defendants respond as follows:

Plaintiffs having clarified during the meet and confer process that Request for Admission
No. 14 inadvertently contains the word “not,” defendants deny that it is the position of CAL DOJ
that funding APPS with funds from the DROS SPECIAL FUND does cause the DROS FEE to be
a tax under state law
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 15:

Admit that the DROS PROCESS (as usecsi herein, “DROS PROCESS” refers to the

Defendants Attorney General Kamala Harris and Bureau of Firearms Chief Stephen Lindley’s

Amended Responses to Requests for Admissions (Set One) (34-2013-80001667)
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background check process that occuré when a firearm purchase or transfer occurs in California;
CAL DOJ’ s own usage of “DROS PROCESS” can be found at
http://oag.ca.gov/firearms/pubfaqs) does not rely in any way on .the implementation of APPS.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 15:

Dgfendants object to this request. The phrase “does not rely in any way on the
implementation of APPS” is so ambiguous that the responding party cannot in good faith frame
an intelligent reply.

Without waiving this objection, defendants respond as follows:

Plaintiffs having clarified during the meet and confer process that Request for Admission

- No. 15 intends to ask whether the operation of the DROS PROCESS can occur regardless of

whether APPS is operational or not, defendants admit that the DROS process can so operate.

- REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 16:

Admit that the purpose of law enforcement sweeps conducted based on APPS data is to
remove firearms from the possession of persons who once participated in the DROS PROCESS
but are now not legally allowed to possess firearms.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 16:

Defendant objects to this request. It is vague in that it suggests only one purpose of the
law enforcement efforts referenced in Request for Admission No. 16 and that those efforts are
limited solely to “persons who once participated in the DROS PROCESS.” Without waiving -
these objections, defendants respond as follows:

Admitted.

[REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 17:

Admit that the payment of a DROS FEE does not result in an APPS-related special benefit

being granted directly to the payor]
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 17:

Defendants object to this request. It is irrelevant, defendants having admitted that the use
of DROS funds does not operate as a tax. The request is also an improper use of the request for

admission procedure. The purpose of that procedure is to expedite trials and to eliminate the need
6

Defendants Attorney General Kamala Harris and Bureau of Firearms Chief Stephen Lindley's
Amended Responses to Requests for Admissions (Set One) (34-2013-80001667)
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for proof when matters are not legitimately contested. (Cembrook v. Superior Court (1961) 56

_Cal.2d 423, 429; see also Stull v. Sparrow (2001) 92 Cal.App.4th 860, 864.) In the event the legal

issue implicated by this request becomes relevant, defendants will contest the issue at trial. The
request for admission device is not intended to provide a windfall to litigants in granting a
substantive victory in the case by deeming material issues admitted. St. Mary v.‘Superior Court
(2014) 223 Cal. App.4th 762, 783-784. Section 2033 is “calculated to compel admissions as to all
things that cannot reaéonably be controverted” not to provide “gotcha,” after-the-fact penalties for
pressing issues that were legiﬁmately contested, (Haseitine v. Haseltine (1962) 203 Cal.App.2d
48, 61; see also Elston v, City of Turlock (1985) 38 Cal.3d 227, 235 [“Although the 4dmissions
procedure is designed to expedite matters by avoiding trial on undisputed issues, the request at .
issue here did not include issues as to which the parties might conceivably agree.”], superseded
by statute on another basis as described in Tackert v. City.of Huntington Beach (1994) 22
Cal.App.4th 60, 64-65.)

Without waiving‘fhis objection, defendants respond as follows:

EDenied. J

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 18:

Admit that the payment of a DROS FEE does not result in an APPS-related special
privilege being granted directly to the payor.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 18:

Defendants object to this request. It is irrelevant, defendants havirig admitted that the use

of DROS funds does not operateA as a tax. The request is also an improper use of the request for

admission procedure. The purpose of that procedure is to expedite trials and to eliminate the need |

for proof when matters are not legitimately contested, (Cembrook v. Superior Court (1961) 56

Cal.2d 423, 429; see also Stull v. Sparrow (2001) 92 Cal.App.4th 860, 864.) In tﬁe event the legal |

issue implicated by this request becomes relevant, defendants will contest the issue at trial. The
request for admission device is not intended to provide a windfall to litigants in granting a
substantive victory in the case by deeming material issues admitted. St. Mary v. Superior Court

(2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 762, 783-784. Section 2033 is “calculated to compel admissions as to all
. 7

Defendants Attorney General Kamala Harris and Bureau of Firearms Chief Stephen Lindley’s
Amended Responses to Requests for Admissions (Set One) (34-2013-80001667)
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KAMALA D. HARRIS
Attorney General of California
STEPAN A, HAYTAYAN
Supervising Deputy Attorney General
ANTHONY R. HAKL, State Bar No. 197335
Deputy Attorney General.
1300 I Street, Suite 125
P.O. Box 944255
Sacramento, CA 94244-2550
Telephone: (916) 322-9041
Fax: (916) 324-8835 .
E-mail: Anthony.Hakl@doj.ca.gov
Attorneys for Defendants and Respondents

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

DAVID GENTRY, JAMES PARKER,
MARK MID LAM, JAMES BASS, and
CALGUNS SHOOTING SPORTS
ASSOCIATION,

Plaintiffs and Petitioners,

v,

Case No. 34-2013-80001667

DEFENDANTS ATTORNEY
GENERAL KAMALA HARRIS AND
BUREAU OF FIREARMS CHIEF
STEPHEN LINDLEY’S AMENDED
RESPONSES TO FORM
INTERROGATORIES (SET ONE)

KAMALA HARRIS, in Her Official
Capacity as Attorney General for the State
of California; STEPHEN LINDLEY, in His
Official Capacity as Acting Chief for the
California Department of Justice, JOHN
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under state law.

(c) Stephen Lindley. Mr. Lindley can be contacted through counsel, whose contact
information is above.

(d) Defendapts have no additional documents. to identify other than the documents
idenfiﬁed in connection with this case and the related federal case, Bauer v. Harris, Case No.
1:11-cv-1440-LJO-MIS (E.D. Cal.) Any.request for documents can be directed to counsel, v;'hose
contact information is above.

(a) Request for Admission No. 14.

(b) Defendants’ legal position is that funding APPS with funds from the DROS special
fund does not cause the DROS fee to be a tax under state law

(c) Stephen Lindley. Mr. Lindley can be contacted through counsel, whose contact
information is above. |

(d) Defendants have no additional documents to identify other than the documents
identified in connection with this case and the related federal case, Bauer v. Harris, Case No.
1:11-cv-1440-LJO-MIJS (E.D. Cal.) Any request for documents can be directed to counsel, whose
contact information is above. .

(a) Request for Admission No. 17.

[(b) Depending on the circumstances of a particulaf case, payment of a DROS fee may
ultimately lead to a benefit realized by the payor vis--vis the APPS program. For example, a
person who pays a DROS fee may later become prohibited from possessing firearms and have
firearms recovered as a result of the APPS program.—] , |

(c) Stephen Lindley. Mr. Lindley can be contacted through counsel, whose contact
information is above. |

(d) Defendants have no additional documents to identify other than the documents *
identified in connection with this case and the related federal case, Bauer v. Harris, Case No.
1:11-cv-1440-LJO-MIJS (E.D. Cal.) Any request for documents can be directed to counsel, whose

contact information is above.
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RESPONSES TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES
INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

State CAL DOJ' s (as used herein, "CAL DOJ" refers to the California Department of

Justic;e, including the office of the Attorney General, and all employees and representatives ofthe |

' Califomia Department of Justice) best estimate as to the average PER TRANSACTION COST

(as used herein, "PER TRANSACTION COST" refers to the average cost of performing a given
transaction, mcludmg a proportional share of overhead costs) to perform he tasks included in the
DROS PROCESS (as used herein, "DROS PROCESS" refers to the background check process
that occurs when a firearm purchase or transfer occurs in California; CAL DOJ sown usage of .
"DROS PROCESS" can be found at http://oag.ca.gov/firearms/pubfags) regarding the purchase of
one handgun. - )

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 1:
Defendants object to the term “DROS PROCESS” as defined to the extent that Plaintiffs’

definition does ﬁot comport with its reference to the Defendants’ usage of that term on its public
website at http://oag.ca.gov/firearms/pubfags, Defendants’ use of the term “DROS PROCESS”
on that website only refers to the “front-end” portion of & firearms purchase (i.e., wher;a the
purchaser visits a firearms deél.e,r to purchase a firearm). Subject to and without waiving this
objection, Defendants respond .as'follo.ws: B

- Defendants currently do not have the personal knowledge sufficient to respond fully to this
interrogatory even after making a reasonable and good faith effort to obtain the information

sought,
INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

IfCAL DOJ contends that, upon a reasonable and good faith effort it cannot provide a
response to Interrogatory No. 1, please describe, in detail, what barners, be they financial,

factual, or otherwise, prevent the responsé sought from being provided.

1

Defendants Attorney General Kamala Harris and Bureau of Firearms Chief Stephen Lindley’s
Responses to Special Interrogatories (Set One)
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" RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

- While defendants know the approximate number of DROS transactions actually processed

‘per year\defendants are not aware of any calculation showing the total annual cost of the “DROS

" PROCESS” as defined by plaintiffs. /_\

There are a number of barriers to even estimating this cost. For example, the criminal
histories of firearms purchasers can fluctuate greatly from purchaser to purchaser. One purchaser

may have no criminal history, in which event the aepro‘}al of the purchase can happen quickly,

- whereas another purchaser may have an extensive criminal history, requiring considerable time -

" and resources to review and assess.

Another example is that the number of DROS transactions to be pro_ce.se..eci can vary
ﬁdely over time. Firearms purchasing activity can fluctuate considerably based on a variety of
factors, such as the time of year (e.g., holiday season, hunting season) or even certain political
events (e.g., elections). . '

Nevertheless, defendants in good faith contmue to work with California Department of
'Justice administrative and program personal to make such an estimate. Defendants will
supplement this intermgatory answer accordingly.

lNTERROGATORY NO. 3:

List every line item amount, by Object Code, Object Title, or Ob_] ect Description, that
when summed comprised the $9,204,449 total for Actual Year—End Expenditures for Fiscal Year
201 1/?012 for the Dealers' Record of Sale program (Unit Code 510).

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

The amounts requested in this interrogatory are listed in the document attached hereto as

"Exhibit A, Also, note that the correct actual year-end expenditures for the year in question total

$9,292,915.84.
INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

State the Actual Year-Erid Expenditures for Fiscal Year 2012/2013 for the Dealers' -
Record of Sale program (Unit Code 510). ' o
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Defendants Attorney General Kamala Harris and Bureau of Firearms Chief Stephen Lindley’s
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KAMALA D. HARRIS
Attorney General of California
MARK R. BECKINGTON
Supervising Deputy Attorney General
ANTHONY R. HAKL, State Bar No. 197335
Deputy Attorney General

1300 I Street, Suite 125

P.O. Box 944255

Sacramento, CA 94244-2550

Telephone: (916) 322-9041

Fax: (916) 324-8835

E-mail: Anthony Hakl@doj.ca.gov
Attorneys for Defendants

- IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
" FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

BARRY BAUER, STEPHEN 1:11-cv-1440-LJO-MJS
WARKENTIN, NICOLE FERRY,
LELAND ADLEY, JEFFREY HACKER, DEFENDANT’S AMENDED
NATIONAL RIFLE ASSOCIATION OF RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFE’S
AMERICA, INC., CALIFORNIA RIFLE REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS, SET
PISTOL ASSOCIATION FOUNDATION, |ONE

HERB BAUER SPORTING GOODS, INC,,

Plaintiffs,
v'

KAMALA HARRIS, in Her Official
Capacity as Attorney General For the State
of California; STEPHEN LINDLEY, in His
Official Capacity as Acting Chief for the
California Department of Justice, and
DOES 1-10,

Defendants.

PROPOUNDING PARTY: PLAINTIFF BARRY BAUER
RESPONDING PARTY: DEFENDANT KAMALA D. HARRIS
SET NUMBER: ONE

" |

i
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fees, are deposited collectively in that account. Thus, defendant does not know precisely what
percentage of the funding of APPS-related activities is derived from DROS fees exclusively.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 14 '

Admit that revenues from the collection of DROS FEES are all deposited in the DROS
SPECIAL ACCOUNT.

. RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 14:

Admitted. '

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 15

Admit that it is impossible to determine a spegific percentage of DROS FEES that are
expended on APPS-related expenditures in a given fiscal year because revenue from the
collection of DROS FEES becomes indistinguishable from other money when deposited into the
DROS SPECIAL ACCOUNT,

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 15:

Admitted.

[ REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 16

Admit that, for fiscal year 2012-1013, BOF received approximately $20,725,000 in budget
funds from the DROS SPECIAL ACCOUNT.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 16:

Admitted.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 17

Admit that, for fiscal year 2012-1013, and with regard only to budget funds obtained that
fiscal year from the DROS SPECIAL ACCOUNT, BOF spent approximately $6,607,000 on
AZE’PS-related law enforcement activities.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 17:

Ad,mittedj

‘5
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 18

Admit that the approximately $6,607,000 of funds BOF obtained from the DROS SPECIAL
ACCOUNT in fiscal year 2012-2013 was the PRIMARY source of funding for the costs of
employing NON-SWORN PERSONS working in the APPS UNIT.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 18:

Admitted.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 19

Admit that more than 50% of the money that BOF spent on APPS-related law enforcement
activities in fiscal year 2012-2013 was spent on the costs of employing SWORN PERSON
performing APPS-related law enforcement activities. |

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO, 19:

Admitted.‘

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 20

Admit that, in addition to money obtained from the DROS SPECIAL ACCOUNT, BOF
spent more than $1,000,000 of funds obtained from the GENERAL FUND on APPS-related
expenditures during fiscal year 2012-2013.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 20:

Denied.‘

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO., 21

Admit that prior to fiscal year 2012-2013, APPS-related activities were funded completely
with funds from the GENERAL FUND. .

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 21:

Denied.

EREQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 22

Admit that prior to fiscal year 2012-2013, APPS-related activities were funded
PRIMARILY with funds from the GENERAL FUND. "

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO, 22:

Admitted.j
6
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PROOF OF SERVICE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I, Christina Sanchez, am employed in the City of Long Beach, 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 180 East Ocean Blvd., Suite 200, Long Beach, California 90802.

On February 17, 2015, I served the foregoing document(s) described as

DECLARATION OF SCOTT M. FRANKLIN IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL
FURTHER RESPONSES TO FORM INTERROGATORIES, SET ONE, PROPOUNDED
ON DEFENDANTS KAMALA HARRIS AND STEPHEN LINDLEY

on the interested parties in this action by placing

[ ]the original

[X] a true and correct copy

thereof enclosed in sealed envelope(s) addressed as follows:

Kamala D. Harris, Attorney General of
California

Office of the Attorney General

Anthony Hakl, Deputy Attorney General
1300 I Street, Suite 1101

Sacramento, CA 95814

X (BYMAIL) Asfollows: I am "readily familiar" with the firm's practice of collection and
processing correspondence for mailing. Under the practice it would be deposited with the
U.S. Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Long Beach,
California, in the ordinary course of business. [ am aware that on motion of the party
served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date is more than one day after
date of deposit for mailing an affidavit.
Executed on February 17, 2015, at Long Beach, California.

(PERSONAL SERVICE) I caused such envelope to delivered by hand to the offices of the
addressee.
Executed on February 17, 2015, at Long Beach, California.

(OVERNIGHT MAIL) As follows: I am "readily familiar" with the firm's practice of
collection and processing correspondence for overnight delivery by UPS/FED-EX. Under
the practice it would be deposited with a facility regularly maintained by UPS/FED-EX for
receipt on the same day in the ordinary course of business. Such envelope was sealed and
placed for collection and delivery by UPS/FED-EX with delivery fees paid or provided for
in accordance.

Executed on February 17, 2015, at Long Beach, California.

X  (STATE) Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that
the foregoing is true and correct.

6
DECLARATION OF SCOTT M. FRANKLIN IN SUPPORT OF MOTION
TO COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES TO FI
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(FEDERAL) Ideclare that I am employed in the office of the member of the bar of this
court at whose direction the service was made.

O/Z/y//ﬁ (24 ﬁ m/'/hc/

HRISTINA SANCH@/Z
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INTRODUCTION

Plaintiffs in this action are an organization and group of individuals promoting the right to

1

Defs.” Opp'n to Pls,’ Mot. to Compel (34-2013-80001667)

2

3 | keep and bear arms. Their complaint for declaratory and injunctive relief and petition for writ of !
4 || mandate seeks judicial .relief that would prohibit defendants Kamala D. Harris, the Attorney ;J
5 Genéralv of California, and Stephen Lindley, Chief of the Bureau of Firearms of the California §
6 | Department of Justice, from expending the revenues of a $19.00 firearms transaction fee on
7 | California’s Armed Prohibited Persons System (APPS) prograrn. APPS, administered by the
Department of Justice (“DOJ”), is a vital law enforéement program that each year recovers T
9 || thousands of firearms from persons prohibited from possessing them due to criminal behavior or l
10 | mental illness.
11 The resolution of this case will depend on the answers to a number of legal questions, as
12 | opposed to factual ones. Nevertheless, plaintiffs have propounded an enormous amount of
| 13 | discovery. Defendants have answered the vast majority of that discovery to plaintiffs’ :
14 | satisfaction, except for the relatively few requests at issue in the instant motions to compel. As to ‘
15 | those requests, defendants’ énswers are sufficient for the reasons explained below. The Court
16 | should therefore deny plaintiffs’ motions to compel.
17 FACTUAL AND LEGAL BACKGROUND ’
18 | I PROCEDURAL HISTORY. ‘ | ,
19 Plaintiffs initiated this action on October 16, 2013, by filing a complaint for declaratory and
20 | injunctive relief and petition for writ of mandamus. ;

21 Plaintiffs commenced discovery on May 14, 2014, by serving numerous discovery requests
22 | ondefendants. The requests included: |
23 . Request For Production of Documents (to defendants Harris and Lindley), which
o4 included 39 requests for production; -'
25 e Requests For Admissions (“RFA”) (to defendants Harris and Lindley), which
~included 117 separate requests;
26 . '
27
28 |




e Form Interrogatories (to defendants Harris and Lindley), which included
Interrogatories 15.1 and 17.1;!

2
3 e Special Interrogatories (to defendants Harris and Lindley), which included
5 interrogatories; ¢
4
‘ e Request For Production of Documents (to defendant State Controller), which
5 included 20 requests;
£
6 g
e Special Interrogatories (to defendant State Controller), which included ;
7 7 interrogatories. !
8 Defendants responded to each of the above requests by providing written answers and
9 | numerous documents along with certain objections where appropriate. The parties met and E
10 | conferred in good faith over a period of months. Defendants provided additional documents ‘
11 || during that process, and with respect to the RFA and Form Interrogatories (to defendants Harris fx
|
12 | and Lindley), defendants provided amended discovery responses. The parties continued to meet’ :
13 | and confer but reached an impasse regardihg any additional responses. Plaintiffs’ motions to
14 | compel followed.? .
15 Plaintiffs have filed two motions to compel, and this opposition brief addresses both
16 | motions. Plaintiffs’ motions include:
17 o Motion to Compel Further Responses to Requests for Admissions, which seeks ;
18 further responses to RFA Nos. 83-86 and 88-89; and
19 e Motion to Compel Further Responses to Form Interrogatory 17.1, which seeks '
further explanation of defendants’ responses to certain RFA, which fall into the
20 following six groups: i
21 |
' As the Court is likely aware, Form Interrogatories 15.1 and 17.1 are onerous.
22 | Interrogatory 15.1 generally calls for an explanation of all of the “Denials and Special or |
Affirmative Defenses” in defendants’ answer and Interrogatory 17.1 requires the responding party j
23 | to explain each and every denial to any request for admlssmn which in this case included ;
117 such requests, j
24 :
2 Along with their motions to compel, plaintiffs have propounded still more discovery on “
25 | defendants. Specifically, plaintiffs most recently served defendants with another set of Special
Interrogatories (Set Two); another Request for Production of Documents (Set Two); another 5
26 | Request for Admissions (Set Two) — which brings the total number of RFAs to 146; and two :
additional sets of Form Interrogatories (i.e., Sets Two and Three), which include Form :
27 | Interrogatories 15.1 and 17.1. ,
28 ‘
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1. RFA Nos. 18,19, 21 and 22;
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2 2. RFA No. 38;
3 3. RFA Nos. 58 and 68;
4 4. RFANo.78;
> 5. RFA Nos. 83-86 and 88-89; and l
¢ 6. RFA Nos. 92-96 and 99 |
7 |
8 Finally, the Court should be aware that this case is related to a federal cése, Bauer, et al. vs. E
9 | Harris, et al., Case No. 1:11-cv-01440-LJO-MIJS (E.D. Cal.).) In the federal case, a similar group 1
10 | of plaintiffs, represented by the same counsel as in this case, sued the Attorney General and Chief l
11 | of'the Bureau of Firearms, arguing that the Second Amendment prohibits them from expending
12 || the revenues of the $19.00 DROS fee on the APPS program. The federal case also involved a
13 | significant amount of discovery served by plaintiffs, as well as the deposition of the Firearms . ;
14 | Bureau Chief. Thus, this case is hafdly the first occasion on which the parties have exchanged
15 information on these issues.” And the district court recently rejected all of plaintiffs’ federal
16 || constitutional claims on the merits, granting defendants’ motion for summary judgment in its ’
17 | entirety. (See Bauer, Case No. 1:11-cv-01440-LJO-MJS (E.D. Cal.) [Memo. Decision & Order :
18 | filed March 2, 2015].) | | g
19 | II.  BRIEF SUMMARY OF RELEVANT CALIFORNIA FIREARMS LAWS.
.20 A. Dealer’s Record of Sale Transaction Fee, ‘ {
21 When an individﬁal purchases a firearm in California, he or she generally must pay $25.00
%) ih fees. The majority of that sum consists of a statutory $19.00 Dealer’s Record of Sale (DROS)
73 | fee intended to reimburse DOJ for spéciﬁed costs. (See Penal Code, § 28225, Cal. Code. Regs. ‘
24 i
25 ? The undersigned represents tﬂat the discovery plaintiffs propounded on defendants in the
related federal court case, which involved essentially the same issue as this case (i.e., DOJI’s use
26 | of DROS fee revenues to fund firearms-related regulatory and enforcement activities), included
.| approximately 73 Special Interrogatories; 74 Requests for Production of Documents; and
27 || 42 Requests for Admissions.
28
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1 | Tit. 11, § 4001; see also Penal Code, §§ 28230, 28235 & 28240.)4 The Dealgr’s Record of Sale
2 | Special Account is the name of the state fund created by the Legislature into which all DROS fees
3 | collected as a result of firearms transactions are deposited. (§ 28235 (“[a]ll moneys received by
the department pursuant to this articlé shall be deposited in thé Dealer’s Record of Sale Special z
5 || Account of the General Fund, which is hereby created”). This case concerns the use of DROS fee '
6 | revenues to fund certain firearms-related regulatory and enforcement activities of DOJ. }
7 B. California’s Armed Prohibited Persons System. »
8 The California Legislature estabiished the Armed Prohibited Persons System (APPS) in ‘
9 | 2001. (§30000.) That legislation established an electronic system within DOJ to'cross-reference ;
10 || certain databases containing records regarding persons prohibited from owning firearms and (
11 | produce a list of armed prohibited persons. (/bid.) In general, prohibited persons are those who
12 | have been convicted of a felony or a violent misdemeanor, are subject to a domestic violence
13 || restraining order, or have been involuntarily committed for mental health care. (§ 30005.) s.
14 Law enforcement officers throughout California can access the APPS list 24 hours a day, j
15 | seven days a week, through the California Law Enforcement Telecommunications System .
16 | (CLETS). (See § 30000, subd. (b); see also § 30010 [“The Attorney General shall provide
17 || investigative assistance to local law enforcement agencies to better ensure the investigation of }
18 || individuals who are armed and prohibited from possessing a firearm.”].) DOJ uses the APPS list
19 | to conduct enforcement actions that result in the seizure of firearms in the possession of ‘
20 | prohibited persons. |
21 C. California Senate Bills'819 and 140. |
22 The APPS program went into effect around 2006, at which time APPS was funded through |
23 | moneys appropriated from the General Fund. But with the passage of Senate Bill 819 in 2011, ;
24 || the Legislature clarified that the APPS prografn could be funded with the DROS fees deposited ;‘
25 || into the Dealer’s Record of Sale Special Account. With SB 819 the Legislature amended the f
26 | DROS fee statute (i.e., section 28225) to include the costs of enforcement activities related to :
27 * All further statutory citations are to the California Penal Code unless otherwise
28 indicated.




firearms possession. As a result of SB 819, the provision states that the DROS fee shall be no

2 | more than is necessary to fund DOJ for:

3 [T]he costs associated with funding Department of Justice firearms-related

4 regulatory and enforcement activities related to the sale, purchase, possession,

loan, or transfer of firearms pursuant to any provision listed in Section 16580.

5 .

6 || (§28225, subd. (b)(11), emphasis added.)

7 In 2013, the Legislature passed Senate Bill 140, a bili appropriating $24 million from the

8 | DROS Special Account to DOJ to address a growing backlog in APPS. The Legislature added to

9 | the California Penal Céde section 30015, which providés, in reievant part:
10 The sum of twenty-four million dollars ($24,000,000) is hereby appropriated from
1 the Dealers’ Recorc'i of Sale Special Account Qf the General FunFi to the

Department of Justice to address the backlog in the Armed Prohibited Persons

12 System (APPS) and the illegal possession of firearms by those prohibited persons.
13 | (§30015, subd. (a).)
14 | XI. THE PARTIES. A
15 The plaintiffs in this case are a firearms rights advocacy group called the Calguns Shooting
16 | Sports Association, and four individuals.
17 As mentioned above, the defendants include Kamala D. Harris, the Attorney General of the
18 | State of California, and Stephen Lindley, the Chief of the California Department of Justice
19 || -Bureau of Firearms. The Attorney General and Lindley are generally responsible for the
20 | enforcement of a number of state laws regarding the manufacture, sale, purchase, ownership,
21 possessidri, loan, and transfer of firearms, including laws related to the DROS fee and APPS.
22 The defendants also include the State Controllér, Betty Yee, although the Controller’s
23 | discovery responses are not at issue in the pending motions.
24 IV. PLAINTIFFS’ CLAIMS;
25 Plaintiffs’ petition and complaint contains six causes of action. The first cause of action is
26 | brought against the DOJ defendants and seeks a déclaration that SB 819 violates Proposition 26,
27 | which voters approved in 2010. (Compl. for Decl. & Inj. Relief & Pet. for Writ of Mandamus
28 | (“Compl.”)atp. 15 & §82.) It also seeks an injunction prohibiting DOJ from utilizing DROS

5

Defs.” Opp'n to Pls.” Mot. to Compel (34-2013-80001667)




6

Defs.” Opp’n to Pls.” Mot. to Compel (34-2013-80001667)

1 | Fee revenues for the purpose of regulating the possession of firearms. (/d. ] 84.) One court of ;
2 || appeal has explained Proposition 26 as follows: ‘,
3. Proposition 26 expanded the definition of taxes so as to include fees and charges,
with specified exceptions; required a two-thirds vote of the Legislature to approve ;
4 laws increasing taxes on any taxpayers; and shifted to the state or local
5 government the burden of demonstrating that any charge, levy or assessment is not
a tax. Proposition 26 amended section 3 of article XIII A and section 1 of article
6 XIII C of the California Constitution. '
7 (Sch;heer v. Cnty. gf Los Angeles, 213 Cal,App.4th 1310, 1322, as modified (Mar. 11, 2013), ;
8 | review denied (May 15, 2013); see Cal. Const., art. XIiIA, § 3, subd. (a) [“Any change in state |
9 | statute which results in any taxpayer paying a higher tax must be imposed by an act passed by not
10 | less than two-thirds of all mémbers elected to each of the two houses of the Legislature, except
11 | thatno new ad valorerﬁ taxes on real property, or sales or transaction taxes on the sales of real
12 || property may be imposed.”].) |
13 The second cause of action is also brought against the DOJ defendants. (Compl.'at p. 16.)
14 | Based on the claim that SB 819 violates Proposition 26, it seeks a declaration that SB 140 “is an
15 || unlawful appropriation.” (/d. 86 & at p- 20.) It also seeks an injunction precluding DOJ from
16 using any of the $24 million appropriated by SB 140 in connection with the APPS programs.
17 | @d.990)
18 The third and fourth causes of action are against the Controller, Based on fhe claim that SB :L
19 | 140 “is an unlawful appropriation,” it seeks a writ of mandate “stopping appropriation of SB 140 I
20 funds” and the “recouping of SB 140 funds,” respectively. (See Compl. at pp. 17-1 8.) ‘
'21 The fifth cause of action is against fhe DOJ defendants. Based on the “unlawful ‘
22 | appropriation” claim, it seeks writ relief direct the DOJ defendants return the funds appropriated '
23 | under SB 140. (Compl. at p. 18.) fl
24 Finally, the six cause of action is also against the DOJ defendants and seeks a writ of [
25 | mandate directing them to review the “proper amount” of the DROS fee, which is currently
26 | $19.00. (Compl. at pp. 18-19.) :
27
28 I
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ARGUMENT

I. THE COURT SHOULD DENY THE MOTION TO COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES TO
REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS.

As laid out above, the requests for admissions at issue are Nos. 83-86 and 88-89. The text
of all of the requests and responses at issue are set forth in plaintiffs’ motion.

. It is undisputed that Requests for Admission Nos. 83-86 and 88-89 seek defendants’
position on the Proposition 26 issue. At this stage of the proceedings, defendants have clearly
articulatéd its position that Proposition 26 does not apply because SB 819 simply did not “result[]
in any taxpayer paying a higher tax.” (Cal. Const., art. XIIIA, § 3, subd. (a).) Thus, defendants
have not formulated a position on ancillary legal questions like whether those who participate in
the DROS process “place an unusual burden” on the general public as to the illegal possession of
firearms (see Request Nos. 83 & 84); whether they pose a “greater burden” on the public as to
illegal firearm ﬁossession than those who have not participated in the DROS process (see Request
Nos. 85 & 86); dr whether law-abiding firearm ownérs have “a greater interest” than law-abiding
citizens who do not own firearms in making sure that prohibited persons do not possess firearms
(see Request Nos. 88 & 89). That is why defendants have stated an inability to admit or deny
Requests for Admission Nos. 83-86 and 88-89 at this time, which is an appropriate response.

(See Smith v. Circle P Ranch Co. (1978) 87 Cal.App.3d.267, 277 [“California allows a person to

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

state that he unable to admit or deny a specific request for admission.”].) Plaintiffs cannot use

requests for admissions to force defendants to unnecessarily and prematurely take a position on

any legal issue of plaintiffs’ choosing.

Related, requests for admissions are not a vehicle for briefing a case on the merits. Rather,
it is a discovery tool with limits. Their purpose is to expedite trials by setting at rest triable issues
and to eliminate the need for proof when matters are not legitimately contested. (Cembrook v.
Superior Court (1961) 56 Cal.2d 423, 429; see also Sz‘ul? v. Sparrow .(2001) 92 Cal.App.4th 860,
864.) In the event the ancillary legal issues implicated by Request Nos. 83-86 and 88-89 become
relevant, defendants plan to contest them. Stated more broadly, plaintiffs are well aware of

defendants’ current position on the Proposition 26 issue, and defendants should not be required to

5
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brief every related issue of which plaintiffs can conceive over the course of 117 requests for
admissions, and the related Form Interrogatory 17.1, which effectively amounts to 117 additional
discovery requests. The requests for admission device is not intended to provide a windfall to -
litigants in granting a substantive victory in the case by deeming material issues admitted. (St.

Mary v. Superior Court (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 762, 783-784.) Section 2033 is “calculated to

- compel admissions as to all things that cannot reasonably be controverted” not to provide

“gotcha,” after-the-fact penalties for pressing issues that were legitimately contested. (Haseltine
v.'Haseltine (1962) 203 Cal.App.2d 48, 61; see also Elston v. City of Turlock (1985) 38 Cal.3d
227, 235 [“Although the admissions procedure is designed to expedite matters by avoiding trial
on undisputed issues, the request at issue here did not include issues as to which the parties might
conceivably agree”], superseded by statute on another basis as described in Tackett v. City of
Huntington Beach (1994) 22 Cal.App.4th 60, 64—65.) In their motions, plaintiffs attempt to
distinguish these cases based on their facts. But the legal principles articulated in these cases still
apply.

Finally, defendants have noticed a motion for judgment on the pleadings that, if successful,
would dispose of plaintiffs’ Proposition 26 claims and obviate the need for much of plaintiffs’
discovery. That motion will be heard on the same day as the motions to compel. Thus, if for

some reason the Court is inclined to consider ordering further responses to Request Nos. 83-86

o PR Ll s s B
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and 88-89, and in the interest of conserving the resources of the Court and the parties, defendants
respectfully request that the Court withhold any such consideration pending its ruling on the
motion for judgment on the pleadir‘lgs.5

Defendants have sufficiently responded to the vast amount of discovery served by
plaintiffs. Defendants’ answers to plaintiffs’ 117 requests for admissions, including Request

Nos. 83-86 and 88-89, are sufficient. The Court should therefore deny the motion to compel,

> For their part, plaintiffs argue in their motions to compel that defendants’ motion for
judgment on the pleadings is bound to fail. Of course, defendants disagree. In any event, the
Court should decline plaintiffs’ apparent invitation to somehow rule on the motion for judgment
on the pleadings based on the briefing on the motions to compel. The parties will fully brief the
motion for judgment on the pleadings in its own right prior to the noticed hearing on that motion.

8
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1 | II.  THE COURT SHOULD DENY THE MOTION TO COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES TO
4 FORM INTERROGATORY 17.1.
3 As stated above, plaintiffs’ motion to compel ﬁu*tﬁer responses to Form Interrogatory 17.1
4 | seeks further explanation of defendants’ responses to six groups of requests for admissions. 4
5 | Below, defendants address each of those groups and explain why the Court should deny the ’,
6 || motion. |
7 A.  Form Interrogatory 17.1(b) as it relates to RFA Nos. 18, 19, 21 and 22 Ji
8 Like the RFA discussed above, these requests go to the Proposition 26 issue. Thus,
9 | defendants expect that the réquests will become moot following the Court’s resolution of the "
10 | motion for judgment on the pleadings. Nevertheless, in the event that motion is denied, and z
11 | defendants having considered plaintiffs’ motion and reviewed the relevant requests further,
‘12 | defendants agree to provide further amended responses to Form Interrogatory 17.1(b) as it relates
13 | to RFA Nos. 18,19, 21 and 22. In light of defendants’ willingness in this regard, the motion to |
14 | compel should be denied. ‘
15 B. Form Interrogatory 17.1(b) as it relates to RFA No. 38.
16 Acoording to plaintiffs’ motion, this request seeks an explanation of “what the per
17 | transaction cost is for the DROS process.” (Pls.” Sep. Stmnt. in Supp. of Mot. to Compel Addt’]
18 Form Inter. Responses at p. 6.) Thus, the request is cumulative of plaintiffs’ Special
19 || Interrogatories Nos. 1 & 2, which defendants have answered. The motion as to this request :
20 | should be denied for this reason alone. ’
21 Regarding deféndants’ responses to Special Interrogatories Nos, 1 & 2, they are not s
22 || encompassed by the instant motion. Moreover, defendants’ answers to those interrogatories :
23 || sufficiently explain why defendants’ cannot state any “per transaction cost” at this stage of the x
24 | litigation.
25 Additionally, plaintiffs’ insisfenée on determining a “per transaction cost” is unwarranted. 1
26 | Plaintiffs do not seek any order setting the DROS fee at a particular level. Rather, in relevant
27 | part, plaintiffs seek a writ directing defendants ;‘to review the DROS Fee as currently imposed to
28 | determine whether the amount is ‘no more than necessary’ to cover its costs for the DROS
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program.” (Compl. at p. 21.) It would be unfair to require defendants to effectively conduct that
review to answer a discovery response in advance of the resolution of the merits question of
whether defendants even have the duty to conduct such a review.

Accordingly, the motion to compel a further response to Form Interrogatory 17.1 as it
relates to RFA No. 38 should be denied.

C. Form Interrogatory 17.1(b) as it relates to RFA Nos. 58 and 68.

Defendants’ explanation of their denial of RFA Nos. 58 and 68 is sufficient. Defendants
have advised plaintiffs of the various costs associated with operating DOJ’s firearms-related
regulatory and enforcement programs. In connection with the federal court case and now this
case defendants have produced numerous pages of budget and financial documents detailing the
Legislature’s appropriation of funds out of the DROS Special Account and DOJ’s expenditure of
those funds by line item going back to fiscal year 2003-2004 (i.e., covering a period of more than
ten years). In addition to this significant amount of inforrhation, in the federal case plaintiffs
deposed defendant Lindley, and they will almost certainly notice his deposition again in this case.
Moreover, on more than one occasion defendants have proposed that plaintiffs depose some other
employee of the Department of Justice who is knowledgeable about the expenditure of DROS
Special Account funds. Plaiﬁtiffs have yet to accept that proposal, even though a deposition

would be a far better vehicle for a discussion of the “costs” referenced in RFA Nos. 58 and 68.
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In light of these circumstances, defendants should not have to detail or otherwise explain
DOJ’s complicated budget and various expenditures in response to a broadly-phrased, catch-all
question like Form Interrogatory 17.1. The Court shou]d deny the motion to compel a further
response to Form Interrogétory 17.1(b) as it relates to RFA Nos. 58 ana 68.

D. Form Interrogatory 17.1(b) as it relates to RFA No. 78.

Defendants’ admission to RFA No. 78 is sufficiently unqualified so as to make any
response Form Interrogatory 17.1(b) unnecessary. Under the rules, an answer to a request for
admission must be “as complete and straightforward” as the information available reasonably
permits and must “(a)dmit so much of the matter involved in the request as is true . . . or as

reasonably and clearly qualified by the responding party.” (Code Civ. Proc., § 2033.220,
10
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subds. (a), (b)(1).) In one published case, a request for admission asked the plaintiff to “Admit
you attended a meeting with [Party Y] on or about January 13, 2006.” She responded: “Admit.
[Party X] was also present.” The Court determined that the plaintiff’s response “admitted the
statement and was not improper.” (St. Mary, supra, 223 Cal.App.4th at p. 781 [brackets added].)
This Court should take a similar View of the instant situation regarding RFA No. 78 and deny the
motion to compel.

E.  Form Interrogatory 17.1(b) as it relates to RFA Nos. 83-86 and 88-89.

In their answers to RFA Nos. 83-86 and 88-89, related interrogatory answers, and this
opposition brief, defendants have articulated their position on the Proposition 26 issue and
explained their inability to admit or deny the réquests. Defendants have also explained above the
impropriety of using RFA and Form Interrogatory 17.1 to brief the merits of a case. And in any
event, any discovery order regarding RFA Nos. 83-86 and 88-89 would be unnecessary and
premature inlight of the peﬁding motion for judgment on the pleadihgs. Thus, the motion to
compel in connection with these requests should be denied.

F. Form Interrogatory 17.1(b) as it relates to RFA Nos, 92-96 and 99.

Defendants’ interrogatory answers explaining their denial to RFA Nos. 92-96 and 99 is
sufficient. As stated above, defendants have advised plaintiffs of the costs of DOJ’s relevant

programs and activities. Defendants have produced detailed budget and financial documents,

|
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produced defendant Lindley for deposition in the federal case, and remain willing to participate in
relevant depositions in this case at the appropriate time. Again, a deposition would be a better
vehicle for a discussion of the various activities and expenditures referenced in RFA Nos. 92-96
and 99. Thus, similar to the situation with respect to RFA Nos. 58 and 68, under the
circumstances defendants should not have to detail or otherwise expiain DOJ’s expenditures in
response to a generic question like Form Interrogatory 17.1. Thus, in its discretion and in the
interest of efficiently managing the discovery process, the Court should deny the motion to

compel.
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CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, the Court should deny both of plaintiffs’ motions to

compel.

Dated: April 6, 2015

SA2013113332
11830308.docx

Respectfully Submitted,

KAMALA D, HARRIS

Attorney General of California
STEPAN HAYTAYAN

Supervisinyg Defjuty Attorney General

ANTHONY R. HAKL
Deputy Attorney General
Attorneys for Defendants and Respondents
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Attorneys for Plaintiffs/Petitioners

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

DAVID GENTRY, JAMES PARKER, ) CASE NO. 34-2013-80001667

MARK MIDLAM, JAMES BASS, and )

‘CALGUNS SHOOTING SPORTS ) REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTIONS TO

ASSOCIATION ) COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES TO: (1)
) REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS, SET ONE;

Plaintiffs and Petitioners, ) AND (2) FORM INTERROGATORIES, SET
) ONE, BOTH PROPOUNDED ON
Vs, ) DEFENDANTS KAMALA HARRIS AND

)  STEPHEN LINDLEY

KAMALA HARRIS, in Her Official )

Capacity as Attorney General for the State )

of California; STEPHEN LINDLEY, in His )

Official Capacity as Acting Chief forthe )

California Department of Justice, JOHN )

CHIANG, in his official capacity as State )

Controller for the State of California, and )

DOES 1-10. ) Date: 06/05/15 (resched. from 04/24/15)
) Time: 9:00 a.m,

Defendants and Respondents. ) Dept.: 31

) Action filed: 10/16/13

I. INTRODUCTION
The Plaintiffs believe judicial economy will be best served if the Court issues a tentative

ruling on the current Motions' on or before April 24, 2015, the date the Motions were first set for

' Le., Plaintiffs’ Motion to Compel Further Responses to Form Interrogatories,
Set One, Propounded on Defendants Kamala Harris and Stephen Lindley (“Motion re:
FI”) and Plaintiffs’ Motion to Compel Further Responses to Requests for Admissions
Propounded on Defendants Kamala Harris and Stephen Lindley (“Motion re: RFA”).

1
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hearing.? Defendants and Respondents Kamala Harris and Stephen Lindley’s (collectively
“Defendants™) Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motions to Compel (“Opposition”) is premised on a claim
that they can argue their primary defense to the Motions currently before the Court in a later, as-
of-now unfiled motion for judgment on the pleadings (“MJOP”). Briefing on the Motions is now
closed under both generally applicable law (Code of Civil Procedure section 1005) and this
Court’s Order of March 13, 2015. Defendants should not be allowed to manipulate the Court’s
schedule to use an MJOP as a de facto sur-reply to raise arguments and objections that Plaintiffs
have already shown to be untimely and without merit.

Specifically, Defendants have requested that the Court withhold consideration of the
current Motions until the hearing on Defendants’ inchoate MJOP. Defendants claim that the
proposed delay will conserve the Court’s resources.’ The evidence indicates the opposite is true.

Plaintiffs have shown, and Defendants have utterly failed to rebut, that there is no pleading
deficiency that will prevent success on the Motions. Therefore, a well-timed tentative ruling
reflecting that reality will give Defendants the ability to avoid wasting the parties and the Court’s
time on an MJOP founded on an argument that has already been considered by the Court in the
context of the current Motions.

Defendants intentionally chose to file the Opposition sans argument regarding their
supposed justification for discovery non-compliance, and they should not be rewarded with a
second bite at the apple through the MJOP process, especially where Plaintiffs have already
shown the proposed MJOP is not likely to succeed. And in any event, even if the Court issues the
tentative ruling sought, that works no prejudice on Defendants, as that tentative ruling would not
bar the filing of an MJOP.

Accordingly, Plaintiffs request that the Court issue a tentative order on or about April 24,

2015, indicating an inclination to grant the relief sought in the Motions.

? The hearing date for the Motions was rescheduled by stipulation to resolve a
scheduling conflict, though the parties did agree to complete briefing for the Motions by
April 17, 2015, with the hearing on those Motions, if necessary, being held on June 5,
2015. (See Order of March 13, 2015).

? (Opp. 8:17-21).
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IL. ARGUMENT

Before delving into discussion concerning specific discovery requests and responses,
Plaintiffs need to address a “theme” that is reiterated throughout the Opposition. The Opposition
repeatedly refers to the amount of discovery propounded by Plaintiffs, characterizing Plaintiffs’
discovery as “enormous[,]” “numerous[,]” “vast[,]” and otherwise intimating that complying with
the discovery at issue would unduly burden Defendants. (Opp. 1:12-13; 1:21-22; 2:24-28; 8:22-
23). Defendants’ comments on this point are specious, inasmuch as Defendants: (1) did not
timely* raise an undue burden or oppression objection concerning the discovery requests at issue,’
and (2) Defendants did not promptly, or ever, seek a protective order in response to the discovery
requests Plaintiffs served on Defendants. Civ. Proc. Code §§ 2030.090, 2033.080; see St. Mary v.
Super. Ct., 223 Cal. App. 4th 762, 774 (indicating that section 2033.080’s use of the word
“promptly” refers to taking action in less than thirty days from the service of a set of requests for
admissions); accord Rylaarsdam, et al., California Practice Guide: Civil Procedure Before Trial
§§ 8:1013, 8:1304.1 (The Rutter Group 2014).

Because Defendants have waived any argument of undue burden as to the discovery
requests actually at issue, Defendants’ protestations on this issue should be ignored by the Court.
A. Further Responses to REA Nos. 83-96 and 88-89 Should Be Ordered

1. Defendants’ Claimed Inability to Respond Lacks Veracity

Defendants are still claiming an “inability to admit or deny Request for Admissions Nos.
83-86 and 88-89” notwithstanding what the Opposition confirms: Defendants believe they

can respond, they just do not want to, regardless of the plain requirements of Code of Civil

4 Objections to requests for admissions that are not timely made are waived. See
Civ. Proc. Code §§ 2030.240(b), 2030.260(a); see also Scottsdale Ins. Co. v. Super. Ct,
59. Cal. App. 4th 263, 272-273 (1997) (holding that, in the context of an attorney-client
privilege objection made affer a timely interrogatory response, “an objection based on
privilege must be made in the original response or waiver results”) (emphasis in original).

5 See Plaintiffs’ Separate Statement in Support of Motion to Compel Further
Responses to Request for Admissions, Set One, Propounded on Defendants Kamala
Harris and Stephen Lindley (“Sep. Statement re: RFA™); Plaintiffs’ Separate Statement in
Support of Motion to Compel Further Responses to Form Interrogatories, Set One,
Propounded on Defendants Kamala Harris and Stephen Lindley (“Sep. Statement re: FI”).
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Procedure section 2033.220. (Opp. 7:26-27) (“In the event the ancillary legal issues implicated by
Request Nos. 83-86 and 88-89 become relevant, defendants plan to contest them.”). Defendants
are not entitled to set the bounds of relevance based on their viewpoint, and their claim that they
are unable to comply with the relevant Requests for Admissions (“RFA”) offends the spirt and the
letter of California’s Discovery Act.

The statutory bounds of relevance are clear“any party may obtain discovery regarding any
matter, not privileged, that is relevant to the subject matter involved in the pending action[.]” Civ.
Proc. Code § 2017.010. The benefits, burdens, and interests related to the feepayers at issue are
the substance of the request for admissions at issue, and because this case is about: (1) the proper
use of the money provided by feepayers as limited by Article XIII A of the California
Constitution; and (2) the justification for the amount being paid by the feepayers, the Court should
order the production of the information sought. /d. § 2017.010 (See, e.g., Compl. §{ 75, 105).

2. The “No Higher Tax” Argument Fails Procedurally and Substantively

Defendants incorrectly allege that responding to the relevant RFAs would “force
defendants to unnecessarily and prematurely take a position on” legal issues. (Opp. 7:19-21). The
law is clear that “[p]leading deficiencies generally do not affect either party’s right to conduct
discovery[.]” Mattco Forge, Inc. v. Arthur Young & Co., 223 Cal. App. 3d 1429, 1437 n.3 (1990)
(citation omitted). Therefore, even assuming arguendo that the proposed MJOP might be
successful, Defendants’ initial RFA responses, served more than nine months ago (and several
months before the “no higher tax” argument was explained) needed to be complete at the time
they were served, regardless of a supposed pleading defect raised months later. Defendants could
have promptly sought a protective order to stay discovery pending the resolution of an MJOP, but
they did not, so that “objection” was waived, as described above. Civ. Proc. Code § 2033.080(a).

[Defendants now claim that, a]t this stage of the proceedings, defendants have

clearly articulated its [sic] position that Proposition 26 does not apply because SB

819 simply did not “result[] in any taxpayer paying a higher tax.” (Cal. Const,, art.

XIIIA, § 3, subd. (a).) Thus, defendants have not formulated a position on ancillary

legal questions like [(1)] whether those who participate in the DROS process

“place an unusual burden” on the general public [citation]; [(2)] whether they pose

a “greater burden” on the public as to illegal firearm possession than those who

have not participated in the DROS process [citation]; or [(3)] whether
Jlaw-abiding firearm owners have “a greater interest” than law-abiding citizens who
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do not own firearms in making sure that prohibited persons do not possess firearms
[citation].
(Opp. 7:7-16).

First, contrary to their claim, Defendants have never “clearly articulated” their “no higher
tax” position. The Opposition’s omission of a citation to support Defendants’ claim is
telling. (/d.). And perhaps more to the point, neither the “no higher tax” argument, nor the

threatened MJOP, was referred to in Defendants’ RFA responses. (See Sep. Statement re: RFA),

In reality, the only place Defendants have ever provided a written explanation of this
argument was in a somewhat cryptic email sent well after the meet-and-confer process started,
wherein Defendants’ attorney provided a few sentences comprising a “rough outline” of the
inchoate MJOP. (Declaration of Scott M. Franklin in Support of Motion to Compel Further
Responses to Requests for Admissions, Set One, Propounded on Defendants Kamala Harris and
Stephen Lindley Ex. 3). As that email predated the Motions, Defendants have never responded to
the M<‘)tions’ arguments as to how Proposition 26 should be interpreted.

For example, the Opposition does not provide any response regarding the fact that the
California Department of Finance has clearly stated that the funds at issue, “when transferred,
may become proceeds of taxes.” (Motion re: RFA 9:9-27). Nor have Defendants ever addressed
the fact that the relevant legislative history clearly states Proposition 26 requires “a two-thirds
vote of each house of the Legislature to approve laws that increase taxes on any taxpayer, even if
the law’s overall fiscal effect does not increase state revenues.” Legislative Analyst’s Office,
Proposition 26 [Title and Summary/Analysis] 57 (2010) (emphasis added) (Declaration of Scott
M. Frankin in Support of Plaintiffs’ Reply Ex. 1). Thus, though Defendants had the opportunity to
use the Opposition to rebut Plaintiffs’ claim that the “no higher tax” argument is meritless, they
instead chose to gamble that the Court will let them brief the issue during the MJOP process.

Second, it is unreasonable for Defendants to argue that, because they have taken a position
that Plaintiffs’ Proposition 26 claim is flawed, that “fact” caused them to not formulate a position
on certain questions that are directly relevant to their constitutional burden to show the challenged

fee is in no way a tax. Cal. Const. art. XIIT A, § 3(b, d) (Opp. 7:7-17). Just the opposite is true.
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Defendants’ have sworn that their position is “that the use of DROS funds does not
operate as a tax.” (Sep. Statement re: RFA at 2:18-19). To reach that position, Defendant must
have considered the constitutional exceptions that allow certain governmental levies to be
excluded from the presumption that such fees are taxes, e.g., “‘tax’ means any levy, charge, or
exaction of any kind imposed by the State, except the following . . . .” Cal. Const. art. XIII A, §
3(a, b, d) (italics added) (“The State bears the burden of proving[, among other things, that the

costs of a governmental activity allocated to a charge payor bear a] fair or reasonable relationship
to the payor’s burdens on, or benefits received from, the governmental activity.”).

Third, it is hard to swallow Defendants’ attempt to paint key constitutional questions, e.g.,
the three numbered inquires in the block quote above, as “ancillary legal questions[.]” (Opp. 6:9-
16). Indeed, whether a person paying the fee at issue has a specific interest in the use of the funds
the payer paid, or if all who pay the fee create a specific burden on the public, those issues seem
likely to be determinative as to Plaintiffs’ Proposition 26 claim. Cal. Const. art. XIII A, § 3(b, d);
(e.g., Compl. ] 73-84.) Accordingly, because any relevancy-based claim Defendants are
attempting to make are patently meritless, and because the “no higher tax” argument cannot
withstand scrutiny, the Court should order further responses to RFA Nos. 83-86 and 88-89,

B. Further FI Responses Should Be Ordered

1. FI No. 17.1(b) Re: RFA Nos. 18, 19, 21, and 22

The Opposition states that “[1]ike the RFA discussed above, these requests go to the
Proposition 26 issue. Thus, defendants expect that the requests will become moot following the
Court’s resolution of the [MJOP].” (Opp. 9:8-10). Even setting aside Plaintiffs’ general position
that Defendants’ cannot rely on an inchoate MJOP argument, the Opposition fails to mention a
critical distinction between “the RFA discussed above” (i.e., RFA Nos. 83-86, 88-89) and the
specific portion of Form Interrogatory (“FI””) 17.1(b) at issue here.

RFA Nos. 18, 19, 21, and 22, unlike RFA Nos. 83-86, 88-89, have already been denied by
Defendants. (Sep. Statement re: RFA, passim; Sep. Statement re: FI at 1:22-2:2). In fact,
Defendants have already responded, though insufficiently, to the relevant portion of FI at issue.

(See Sep. Statement re: FI at 2:3-4:23). Clearly, it would be no great burden for Defendants to
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provide the information sought, as the denials of RFA Nos. 18, 19, 21, and 22 must have been
based on something. And regardless, because Defendants did not make a timely oppression
objection, Defendants’ allegations of undue burden are without legal import. (/4. at, e.g., 11:1-5);
see Scottsdale Ins. Co. v. Super. Ct., 59. Cal. App. 4th 263, 272-273 (1997).

It is unreasonable for Defendants to try to backirack and avoid providing the further
responses upon Plaintiffs having now proven that the “cut and paste” responses at issue were non-
responsive. The existence of Defendants’ sworn response denying RFA Nos. 18, 19, 21, and 22
necessarily means Defendants already have the information required to answer the relevant
portion of FI 17.1(b). In light of that key fact, there is no legitimate reason Defendants should be
allowed to keep secret this relevant information that is already in Defendants’ possession.

2. FI No. 17.1(b) Re: RFA No. 38 (Non-MJOP Response)

Initially, Plaintiffs want to point out that the disputed response is rot related to the “no tax
increase” issue, and thus a ruling on the threatened MJOP will not, even if successful, provide a
basis for Defendants to avoid their insufficient response to FI No. 17.1(b) re: RFA No. 38. As to
this and all of the other disputed responses that are unaffected by the potential MJOP, they are
referred to as “non-MJOP” responses herein.

Once again, Defendants were able to deny the underlying RFA (Sep. Statement re: FI at
1:22-2:2), but when it came to explaining their denial, the relevant FI response is evasive:
“Defendants refer to their answer to Special Interrogatories Nos. 1 & 2, where defendants address
the issue of “per transaction cost.” (/d. at 6:8-9). Furthermore, Defendants’ argument on this issue
continues to be evasive, as they claim “defendants have answered” “Special Interrogatories Nos. 1
& 2,” when in fact, Defendants’ response to Interrogatory No. 2 included a promise to provide an
estimate of the relevant “per transaction cost[,]” something Defendants have yet to do eight
months after the promise was made. It is misleading for Defendants to suggest that a promise to
provide information in the future is a actually a complete answer.

The Opposition further ventures into dangerous territory by claiming that the answers to
Special Interrogatories Nos. 1 and 2 “sufficiently explain why defendants® cannot state any per

transaction cost’ at this stage of the litigation.” (Opp. 9:21-24). That allegation makes little sense
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based on Defendants’ previous promise, and further, why would the “stage of litigation” be
relevant to producing a “per transaction cost” estimate? Plaintiffs are concerned that Defendants’
are letting their litigation strategy dictate their level of compliance with certain discovery requests.

Defendants claim the information sought by FI No. 17.1(b) re: RFA No. 38 is
“unwarranted” and “unfair[,]” but they never back up their allegations with even a single legal
citation. (/d. 9:25-26; 10:1-3). Because Defendants cite no authority that exempts them from Code
of Civil Procedure section 2030.220’s requirement that “[e]ach answer in a response to
interrogatories shall be as complete and straightforward as the information reasonably available to
the responding party permits[,]”” Defendants are required to provide a further response to FI No.
17.1(b) re: RFA No. 38 that actually supports the underlying denial.

3. FI No. 17.1(b) re: RFA Nos. 58 and 68 (Non-MJOP Responses)

The discovery process is not intended to be a shell game, especially on the issue of the
costs relied on in setting the Dealers’ Record of Sale Fee, a keystone issue herein. Plaintiffs’
underlying RFAs ask whether the California Department of Justice was unaware of certain
specific cost calculations being made. (Sep. Statement re: FI at 6:22-25; 8:10-11). Because
Defendants denied the RFAs at issue (Sep. Statement re: FI at 2:1-2), they were required to
provide an FI 17.1(b) response as to each denial. But instead of stating the facts that support their
denials (which necessarily would have included a reference to the specific cost calculations at
issue), Defendants evaded the questions asked and responded based on the premise that “[t]he
costs needed to fund the Bureau’s programs (both regulatory and enforcement) are publicly
available and are contained within the Governor’s annual budget.” (Jd. 8:9-11; 9:20-21).
Poignantly, Plaintiffs have already pointed out that the Governor’s annual budget does not refer to
the specific cost calculations at issue for this portion of Defendants’ FI response, and yet the
Opposition does not even attempt to rebut that claim. (Motion re: RFA at 5:20-22).

Defendants’ obfuscatory intention is made clear in the Opposition in at least two ways.
First, Defendants state they “have produced numerous pages of budget and financial documents
detailing the Legislature’s appropriation of funds out of the DROS Special Account and DOJ’s
expenditure of those funds by line item going back to fiscal year 2003-2004[.]” (Opp. 9:9-13).

8
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Those documents, however, are macro-level budgetary documents, meaning that the “line items”
therein are not itemized costs (i.e., the type of cost information Plaintiffs seek), they are groups of
costs. For example, Defendants position is akin to claiming that a macro-level budget document
showing the total amount spent on equipment costs for a given department would also show the
total amount spent on pencils alone, which is obviously untrue.

Second, it is at least disingenuous for Defendants to claim “a deposition would be a far
better vehicle [than an FI response] for a discussion of the ‘costs’ referenced in RFA Nos. 58 and
68.” (Opp. 10:17-18). Assuming the relevant cost calculations exists (which we must because of
Defendants’ sworn RFA responses apparently affirming that fact) it is clearly illogical to think the
best discovery tool to obtain historical budgetary information is a human being’s memory, as
opposed to a document review-based FI response.

Put simply, because Defendants were able to respond to the underlying RFAs, that
necessarily means that either: (1) they already know the facts upon which such responses were
based (so production thereof is no kind of hardship); or (2) the underlying RFA responses were
incorrect. Assuming Defendants are not going to amend the underlying RFA responses, a further
response to FI No. 17.1(b) re: RFA Nos. 58 and 68 should be ordered.

4, FI No. 17.1(b) re: RFA No. 78 (Non-MJOP Response)

Defendants claim the relevant underlying RFA response, “is sufficiently unqualified so as
to make any response Form Interrogatory 17.1 (b) unnecessary.” (Opp. 10:24-25). FI No. 17.1
responses, of course, are required for any underlying RFA responses that is not “an unqualified
admission[.]” (Sep. Statement FI passim). Whether or not an admission is “unqualified” is a
binary inquiry, so because the underlying RFA admission was qualified (“Admitted, although . . .
.”), Defendants should be ordered to provide a further response to FI No. 17.1(b) re: RFA No. 78.

5. FI No. 17.1(b) re: RFA Nos. 83-86 and 88-89

Because the insufficient responses to FI No. 17.1(b) re: RFA Nos. 83-86 and 88-89 are
expressly based on the “no higher tax” argument discussed in detail in the Plaintiffs’ Motions and
Section IL.A. above, Plaintiffs request the Court order further response to

FINo. 17.1(b) re: RFA Nos. 83-86 and 88-89 for the reasons previously stated as to Defendants’
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responses to RFA Nos. 83-86 and 88-89.

6. FI No. 17.1(b) re: RFA Nos. 92-96 and 99 (Non-MJOP Response)

Defendants’ argument concerning FI No. 17.1(b) re: RFA Nos. 92-96 and 99 is basically
reiteration of the arguments already dismantled above in Section II.B.3. The Court need look no
further than the relevant RFAs and the text of Defendants’ responses to FI No. 17.1(b) re: RFA
Nos. 92-96 and 99 to know that Defendants’ responses were not “as complete and straightforward
as the information reasonably available to the responding party permits[,]” meaning Defendants
should be required to produce further responses to FI No. 17.1(b) re: RFA Nos. 92-96 and 99.
Civ. Proc. Code § 2033.220(a).

III. CONCLUSION

Defendants’ opportunity to raise their “no higher tax” argument, as it relates to the
disputed discovery responses, came and went long ago. Defendants’ failure to timely obtain a
protective order staying discovery pending resolution of the “no higher tax” argument precludes
that argument from being raised now. Furthermore, the Opposition does not provide any evidence
to substantively support Defendants’ “no higher tax” argument, in stark contrast to Plaintiffs’
extensive briefing on the issue. Indeed, the Opposition does not provide a compelling argument to
excuse any of Defendants disputed discovery responses.

Because Defendants have failed to raise a legitimate argument to justify their non-
compliance with the discovery propounded by Plaintiffs, the Court should grant the relief sought.
Further, in an effort to avoid the substantial waste of time that Defendants’ proposed MJOP
represents, Plaintiffs respectfully request that, on or about April 24, 20135, the Court issue a
tentative ruling on Plaintiffs’ Motions so Defendants will have the chance to delay or abandon the
proposed MJOP upon consideration of the tentative ruling. The issuance of a tentative ruling will

not prejudice Defendants and it may prevent an entire round of unnecessary motion practice.

Dated: April 14, 2015 MICHEL & ASSOCIATES, P.C.

/44?;77“7/\

Scott M. Franklin, attorney for Plaintiffs
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PROOF OF SERVICE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I, Laura L. Quesada, am employed in the City of Long Beach, Los Angeles County,
California. Iam over the age eighteen (18) years and am not a party to the within action. My
business address is 180 East Ocean Blvd., Suite 200, Long Beach, CA 90802.

On April 14, 2015, the foregoing document(s) described as

REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTIONS TO COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES TO: (1)
REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS, SET ONE; AND (2) FORM INTERROGATORIES, SET
ONE, BOTH PROPOUNDED ON DEFENDANTS KAMALA HARRIS AND STEPHEN
LINDLEY

on the interested parties in this action by placing
[ 1the original
[X] a true and correct copy
thereof enclosed in sealed envelope(s) addressed as follows:

Kamala D. Harris, Attorney General of California
Office of the Attorney General

Anthony Hakl, Deputy Attorney General

1300 I Street, Suite 1101

Sacramento, CA 95814

X  (BYMAIL) Asfollows: I am "readily familiar" with the firm's practice of collection and
processing correspondence for mailing. Under the practice it would be deposited with the
U.S. Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Long Beach,
California, in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party
served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date is more than one day after
date of deposit for mailing an affidavit.
Executed on April 14, 2015, at Long Beach, California.

X (VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL) As follows: I served a true and correct copy by electronic
transmission. Said transmission was reported and completed without error.
Executed on April 14, 2015, at Long Beach, California.

(PERSONAL SERVICE) I caused such envelope to delivered by hand to the offices of the
addressee.
Executed on April 14, 2015, at Long Beach, California.

X_ (STATE) Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that
the foregoing is true and correct.

(FEDERAL) I declare that I am employed in the office of the member of the bar of this
court at whose direction the service was made
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C. D. Michel - S.B.N. 144258 i
Scott M. Franklin - S.B.N. 240254 APR T4 201
Sean A. Brady - S.B.N. 262007
MICHEL & ASSOCIATES, P.C.
180 E. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 200
Long Beach, CA 90802

_—)
FILED/ENDOREED
C—

By: A. WOODWARD
Deputy Clerk

Telephone: 562-216-4444
Facsimile: 562-216-4445
Email: emichel@michellawyers.com

Attorneys for Plaintiffs/Petitioners

DAVID GENTRY, JAMES PARKER,
MARK MIDLAM, JAMES BASS, and
CALGUNS SHOOTING SPORTS
ASSOCIATION

KAMALA HARRIS, in Her Official
Capacity as Attorney General for the State
of California; STEPHEN LINDLEY, in His
Official Capacity as Acting Chief for the
California Department of Justice, JOHN
CHIANG, in his official capacity as State
Controller for the State of California, and
DOES 1-10.

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

CASE NO. 34-2013-80001667

DECLARATION OF SCOTT M.
FRANKLIN IN SUPPORT OF
PLAINTIFFS’ REPLY (IN SUPPORT OF
MOTIONS TO COMPEL FURTHER
RESPONSES TO REQUESTS FOR
ADMISSIONS, SET ONE, AND FORM
INTERROGATORIES, SET ONE,
PROPOUNDED ON DEFENDANTS
KAMALA HARRIS AND STEPHEN
LINDLEY)

Plaintiffs and Petitioners,

VS,

Nt et Nt Nt N Nt M N et Nt N N N M et S M P e St

Defendants and Respondents.
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DECLARATION OF SCOTT M. FRANKLIN
I, Scott M. Franklin, declare:

1. I am an attorney at law admitted to practice before all courts of the State of
California. I have personal knowledge of each matter and the facts stated herein as a result of my
employment with Michel & Associates, P.C., attorneys for Plaintiffs/Petitioners (“Plaintiffs”), and
if called upon and sworn as a witness, I could and would testify competently thereto.

2. A true and correct copy of the Legislative Analyst’s analysis of Proposition 26
(2010 voter initiative), as included in the voter information materials prepared by the Office of the
Attorney General for the state of California, is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

3. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of California that the foregoing is

true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on April 14, 2015, at Long Beach,

bl

Scott M. Franklin, declarant

California.
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PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

[, Laura L. Quesada, am employed in the City of Long Beach, 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 180 East Ocean Blvd., Suite 200, Long Beach, California 90802.

On April 14, 2015, I served the foregoing document(s) described as

DECLARATION OF SCOTT M. FRANKLIN IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFFS’ REPLY
(IN SUPPORT OF MOTIONS TO COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES TO REQUESTS
FOR ADMISSIONS, SET ONE, AND FORM INTERROGATORIES, SET ONE,
PROPOUNDED ON DEFENDANTS KAMALA HARRIS AND STEPHEN LINDLEY)

on the interested parties in this action by placing

[ ] the original

[X] a true and correct copy

thereof enclosed in sealed envelope(s) addressed as follows:

Anthony Hakl, Deputy Attorney General
1300 I Street, Suite 1101
Sacramento, CA 95814

X (BYMAIL) Asfollows: I am "readily familiar" with the firm's practice of collection and
processing correspondence for mailing. Under the practice it would be deposited with the
U.S. Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Long Beach,
California, in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party
served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date is more than one day after
date of deposit for mailing an affidavit.
Executed on April 14,2015, at Long Beach, California.

X (VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL) As follows: I served a true and correct copy by electronic
transmission. Said transmission was reported and completed without error.
Executed on April 14, 2015, at Long Beach, California.

(OVERNIGHT MAIL) As follows: I am "readily familiar" with the firm's practice of
collection and processing correspondence for overnight delivery by UPS/FED-EX. Under
the practice it would be deposited with a facility regularly maintained by UPS/FED-EX for
receipt on the same day in the ordinary course of business. Such envelope was sealed and
placed for collection and delivery by UPS/FED-EX with delivery fees paid or provided for
in accordance.

Executed on April 14, 2015, at Long Beach, California.

X (STATE) Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that
the foregoing is true and correct.

(FEDERAL) Ideclare that I am employed in the office of the member of the bar of this
court at whose direction the servjce-was.q ade.
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PROPOSITION  REQUIRES THAT CERTAIN STATE AND LOCAL FEES BE APPROVED BY TWO-THIRDS VOTE.
2 6 FEES INCLUDE THOSE THAT ADDRESS ADVERSE IMPACTS ON SOCIETY OR THE ENVIRONMENT
CAUSED BY THE FEE-PAYER'S BUSINESS. INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT.

OFFICIAL TITLE AND SUMMARY PREPARED BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

REQUIRES THAT CERTAIN STATE AND LOCAL FEES BE APPROVED BY TWO-THIRDS VOTE.
FEES INCLUDE THOSE THAT ADDRESS ADVERSE IMPACTS ON SOCIETY OR THE ENVIRONMENT
CAUSED BY THE FEE-PAYER’S BUSINESS. INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT.

*  Requires that certain state fees be approved by two-thirds vote of Legislature and certain local fees be
approved by two-thirds of voters.

* Increases legislative vote requirement to two-thirds for certain tax measures, including those that do
not result in a net increase in revenue, currently subject to majority vore.

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government Fiscal Impact:

*  Decreased state and local government revenues and spending due to the higher approval requirements
for new revenues. The amount of the decrease would depend on future decisions by governing bodies
and voters, but over time could total up to billions of dollars annually.

* Additional state fiscal effects from repealing recent fee and tax laws: (1) increased transportation
program spending and increased General Fund costs of $1 billion annually, and (2) unknown
potential decrease in state revenues.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

BACKGROUND . * Regulatory fees—such as fees on restaurants to
pay for health inspections and fees on the
purchase of beverage containers to support
recycling programs. Regulatory fees pay for
programs that place requirements on the
activities of businesses or people to achieve
particular public goals or help offset the public
or environmental impact of certain activities.

* Property charges—such as charges imposed on
property developers to improve roads leading
to new subdivisions and assessments that pay
for improvements and services that benefit the
property owner.

State and local governments impose a variety of
taxes, fees, and charges on individuals and
businesses. Taxes—such as income, sales, and
property taxes—are typically used to pay for general
public services such as education, prisons, health,
and social services. Fees and charges, by comparison,
typically pay for a particular service or program
benefitting individuals or businesses. There are three
broad categories of fees and charges:

*  User fees—such as state park entrance fees and

garbage fees, where the user pays for the cost of
a specific service or program.

Figure 1
Approval Requirements: State and Local Taxes, Fees, and Charges

Tax Two-thirds of each house * Two-thirds of local voters if the local

of the Legislature for government specifies how the funds will be
measures increasing state used.
revenues. * Majority of local voters if the local government
does not specify how the funds will be used.
Fee Majority of each house of Generally, a majority of the governing body.
the Legislature.
Property Charges Majority of each house of Generally, a majority of the governing body.
the Legislature. Some also require approval by a majority of

property owners or two-thirds of local voters.
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FEES INCLUDE THOSE THAT ADDRESS ADVERSE IMPACTS ON SOCIETY OR THE ENVIRONMENT
CAUSED BY THE FEE-PAYER'S BUSINESS. INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT,

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

State law has different approval requirements
regarding taxes, fees, and property charges. As
Figure 1 shows, state or local governments usually
can create or increase a fee or charge with a majority
vote of the governing body (the Legislature, city
council, county board of supervisors, etc.). In
contrast, increasing tax revenues usually requires
approval by two-thirds of each house of the state
Legislature (for state proposals) or a vote of the
people (for local proposals).

Disagreements Regarding Regulatory Fees. Over
the years, there has been disagreement regarding the
difference between regulatory fees and taxes,
particularly when the money is raised to pay for a
program of broad public benefit. In 1991, for
example, the state began imposing a regulatory fee
on businesses that made products containing lead.
The state uses this money to screen children at risk
for lead poisoning, follow up on their treatment, and
identify sources of lead contamination responsible
for the poisoning. In court, the Sinclair Paint
Company argued that this regulatory fee was a tax

CONTINUED

because: (1) the program provides a broad public
benefit, not a benefit to the regulated business, and
(2) the companies that pay the fee have no duties
regarding the lead poisoning program other than
payment of the fee. .

In 1997, the California Supreme Court ruled that
this charge on businesses was a regulatory fee, not a
tax. The court said government may impose
regulatory fees on companies that make
contaminating products in order to help correct
adverse health effects related to those products.
Consequently, regulatory fees of this type can be
created or increased by (1) a majority vote of each
house of the Legislature or (2) a majority vote of a
local governing body.

PROPOSAL

This measure expands the definition of a tax and a
tax increase so that more proposals would require
approval by two-thirds of the Legislature or by local

voters. Figure 2 summarizes its main provisions.

Figure 2
Major Provisions of Proposition 26

v Expands the Scope of What Is a State or Local Tax
* Classifies as taxes some fees and charges that government currently may impose with a majority vote.

* As a result, more state revenue proposals would require approval by two-thirds of each house of the
Legislature and more local revenue proposals would require local voter approval.

‘/ Raises the Approval Requirement for Some State Revenue Proposals

* Requires a two-thirds vote of each house of the Legislature to approve laws that increase taxes on any
taxpayer, even if the law’s overall fiscal effect does not increase state revenues.

‘/ Repeals Recently Passed, Conflicting State Laws

* Repeals recent state laws that conflict with this measure, unless they are approved again by two-thirds
of each house of the Legislature. Repeal becomes effective in November 2011.

For text of Proposition 26, see page 114,
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ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

Dehition of a Sate or Local Tax

Expands Delhition. This measure broadens the
definition of a state ot local tax to include many
payments currently considered to be fees or charges.
As a result, the measure would have the effect of
increasing the number of revenue proposals subject
to the higher approval requirements summarized in
Figure 1. Generally, the types of fees and charges
that would become taxes under the measure are ones
that government imposes to address health,
environmental, or other societal or economic
concerns. Figure 3 provides examples of some
regulatory fees that could be considered taxes, in
part or in whole, under the measure. This is because
these fees pay for many services that benefit the
public broadly, rather than providing services
directly to the fee payer. The state currently uses
these types of regulatory fees to pay for most of its
environmental programs.

Certain other fees and charges also could be
considered to be taxes under the measure. For
example, some business assessments could be
considered to be taxes because government uses the
assessment revenues to improve shopping districts

CONTINUED

(such as providing parking, street lighting, increased
security, and marketing), rather than providing a
direct and distinct service to the business owner.
Some Fees and Charges Are Not Affected. The
change in the definition of taxes would not affect
most user fees, property development charges, and
property assessments. This is because these fees and

charges generally comply with Proposition 26's

requirements already, or are exempt from its

provisions. In addition, most other fees or charges in

existence at the time of the November 2, 2010

election would not be affected unless:

- *  The state or local government later increases or
extends the fees or charges. (In this case, the
state or local government would have to
comply with the approval requirements of
Proposition 26.)

* The fees or charges were created or increased
by a state law—passed between January 1,
2010 and November 2, 2010—that conflicts
with Proposition 26 (discussed further below).

Approval Requirement for State Tax Measures

Current Requirement. The State Constitution
currently specifies that laws enacted “for the purpose

Figure 3
Regulatory Fees That Benefit the Public Broadly

OIll Recycling Fee

» Public information and education programs.

» Paymients to local used oil collection programs.
* Payment of recycling incentives.

* Research and demonstration projects.

Hazardous Materials Fee

funds for:
» Clean up of toxic waste sites.
* Promotion of poliution prevention.
* Evaluation of waste source reduction plans.
* Certification of new environmental technologies.

Fees on Alcohol Retailers

* Code and law enforcement.

laws, violence, loitering, drug

The state imposes a regulatory fee on oil manufacturers and uses the funds for:

* Inspections and enforcement of used-oil recycling facilities.

The state imposes a regulatory fee on businesses that treat, dispose of, or recycle hazardous waste and uses the

Some cities impose a fee on alcohol retailers and use the funds for:

* Merchant education to reduce dpublic: nuisance problems associated with alcohol (such as violations of alcohol
ealing, pubiic drinking, and graffiti).
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ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

of increasing revenues” must be approved by two-
thirds of each house of the Legislature. Under
current practice, a law that increases the amount of
taxes charged to some taxpayers but offers an equal
(or larger) reduction in taxes for other taxpayers has
been viewed as not increasing revenues. As such, it
can be approved by a majority vote of the
Legislature.

New Approval Requirement. The measure
specifies that state laws that result in any taxpayer
paying a higher tax must be approved by two-thirds
of each house of the Legislature.

Sate Laws in Conlict With Proposition 26

Repeal Requirement. Any state law adopred
between January 1, 2010 and November 2, 2010
that conflicts with Proposition 26 would be repealed
one year after the proposition is approved. This
repeal would not take place, however, if two-thirds
of each house of the Legislature passed the law again.

Recent Fuel Tax Law Changes. In the spring of
2010, the state increased fuel taxes paid by gasoline
suppliers, but decreased other fuel taxes paid by
gasoline retailers. Overall, these changes do not raise
more state tax revenues, but they give the state
greater spending flexibility over their use.

Using this flexibility, the state shifted about $1
billion of annual transportation bond costs from the
state’s General Fund to its fuel tax funds. (The
General Fund is the state’s main funding source for
schools, universities, prisons, health, and social
services programs.) This action decreases the amount
of money available for transportation programs, but
helps the state balance its General Fund budget.
Because the Legislature approved this tax change
with a majority vote in each house, this law would
be repealed in November 201 1—unless the
Legislature approved the tax again with a two-thirds
vote in each house.

Other Laws. At the time this analysis was
prepared (early in the summer of 2010), the
Legislature and Governor were considering many
new laws and funding changes to address the state’s
major budget difficulties. In addition, parts of this
measure would be subject to future interpretation by
the courts. As a result, we cannot determine the full
range of state laws that could be affected or repealed
by the measure.

For text of Proposition 26, see page 114.

CONTINUED

FISCAL EFFECTS
Approval Requivement Changes. By expanding

the scope of what is considered a tax, the measure
would make it more difficult for state and local
governments to pass new laws that raise revenues.
This change would affect many environmental,
health, and other regulatory fees (similar to the ones
in Figure 3), as well as some business assessments
and other levies. New laws to create—or extend—
these types of fees and charges would be subject to
the higher approval requirements for taxes.

The fiscal effect of this change would depend on
future actions by the Legislature, local governing
boards, and local voters. If the increased voting
requirements resulted in some proposals not being
approved, government revenues would be lower than
otherwise would have occurred. This, in turn, likely
would result in comparable decreases in state
spending.

Given the range of fees and charges that would be
subject to the higher approval threshold for taxes,
the fiscal effect of this change could be major. Over
time, we estimate that it could reduce government
revenues and spending statewide by up to billions of
dollars annually compared with what otherwise
would have occurred.

Repeal of Conlicting Laws. Repealing conflicting
state laws could have a variety of fiscal effects. For
example, repealing the recent fuel tax laws would
increase state General Fund costs by about $1 billion
annually for about two decades and increase funds
available for transportation programs by the same
amount.

Because this measure could repeal laws passed affer
this analysis was prepared and some of the measure’s
provisions would be subject to future interpretation
by the courts, we cannot estimate the full fiscal effect
of this repeal provision. Given the nature of the
proposals the state was considering in 2010,
however, it is likely that repealing any adopted
proposals would decrease state revenues (or in some
cases increase state General Fund costs). Under this
proposition, these fiscal effects could be avoided if
the Legislature approves the laws again with a two-
thirds vote of each house.
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—By S f’ee, De;ﬂlty Clerk

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

DAVID GENTRY, JAMES PARKER,
MARK MID LAM, JAMES BASS, and
CALGUNS SHOOTING SPORTS
ASSOCIATION,

Plaintiffs and Petitibners,

\ B

KAMALA HARRIS, in Her Official
Capacity as Attorney General for the State
of California; STEPHEN LINDLEY, in His
Official Capacity as Acting Chief for the
California Department of Justice, BETTY
T. YEE, in her official capacity as State
Controlter, and DOES 1-10,

Defendants and
Respondents,

Case No. 34-2013-80001667

[ ORDER AFTER

HEARING

Date: June §, 2015 .

Time: 9:00 a.m.

Dept:- 31 .

Judge: The Honorable Michael P,
Kenny

Trial Date: None sct
Action Filed: October 16, 2013
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This matter came before the C;)urt on June 5, 2015, at 9:00 a.m., for hearing on
(1) defendants’ motion for judgn’ient on the pleadingé; (2) plaintiffs’ motion té compel further
responses to requésts for admissions; and (3) plaintiffs’ motion to compel further responses to
Form Interrogatory 17.'1. .

Scott M. Franklin of Michei & Associates, P.C. éppeared on behalf of plaintiffs. Deputy
Attorney General Anthony R: Hakl api)eared on behalf of defendants. |

Prior to the hearing the Court issued a Notice to Appear for Oral Mgument, with questions.’
Having heard-oral argument, and having considered the written submissions of the parties, for the
reasons discussed more fully on the record during the hearing, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that:

1. Defendants’ motion for judgment on the pleadings is granted; 4 4 7/ % / - /m&

2. The first cause of action of the complaint for declaratory and injunctive relief and /4

petition for writ of mandamus is dismissed without leave to amend on the grounds that it does not

state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action against moving defendants;

3. With resﬁeét to the second cause of action, and as indicated in the Court’s questiéns
issued before the hearing, that cause of action appears to plead two glt'emative claims: that SB
140 is an unlawful appropriation because SB. 819 isan illegal tax under the California
Constitution; and that,. even if SB 819 is not an illegal tax, the DOJ defendants had no. statutory
authority to use DROS fee revenues on regulating the possession of firearms prior to January 1,

2012, the date that SB 819 went into effect. The first alternative claim of the second cause of

action is dismissed without leave to amend, the Court having granted the motion for judgment on

the pleadings and dismissed the first cause of action;

4. With respect to the second alternative claim of the second cause of action, and as
discussed on the record during the hearing, the Court is inclined to co_nstriie the motion for
judgment on the pleadings as a motion t'o'strike and strike that claim. Nevertheless the partics
shall b7ffo ded an opportunity to brief the motion to strike issue. Accordmgly, on or before

l( each side may file a supplemental brief no longer than five pages addressing

whether tl‘/ Court should construe the motion for Judgment on the pleadings as a motion to strike

and strike the second altematwe c1a1rn of the second cause of action.
2 ) *

/

e P
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5. Regarding plaintiffs’ motion to compel further responses to requests for admissions, and
the parties having met and conferred on this issue as directed by the' Court at the hearing,
defendants’ position is that the motion should be denied as moot, the Court having granted the
motion for judgment on the pleadings. Plaintiffs’ position is that the motion is not moot.
Accordingly, plaintiffs’ motion to compel further responses to réquests for admissions is
submitfed fé>r decision by the Court on the briefs already ﬁled..

6. The parties similarly disagree as to whether plaintiffs’ motion to compel further
resf)onses to Form Interrogatory 17.1 regarding Request fér Admissions Nos. 18, 19, 21, 22, 83-
86, and 88-89 is moot. Defendants contend it is moot whereas plaintiffs maintain it is not moot.
Accordingly, plaintiffs’ motion to compel further responses to Form Interrogatory 17.1 regardiﬁg
R;quest for Admissions Nos. 18, 19, 21, 22, 83-86, and 88-89 is also submitted for decision.

7. Finally, the parties agree that plaintiffs’ motion to compel further responses to Form
Interrogatory 17.1 regarding Request for Admissions Nos. 38, 58, 68, 78, 92-96 and 99 still needs
to be rcsolved by the Court. Therefore, plaintiffs’ motion to corpel with respect to those
responses is also submitted for decision.

[T IS SO ORDERED
Dated: 7/ 22, l\/

Miclfael P. Kerhy
Superior Court Jud

Approved as to form:

/
Dated: June 2015

PE—— |

Scott M. Franklin
Counsel for plaintiffs

A
J /
Dated: }ge-:__ , 2015

o Anthony R. Hakl
1- : Counsel for defendants

SA2013113332

, [Proposed] Order After Hearing (34-2013-80001667)




DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY E-MAIL and U.S. Mail

Case Name: Gentfy, David, et al. v. Kamala Harris, et al.
No.: . 34.2013-80001667

"I declare:

~ T'am employed in the Office of the Attorney General, which is the office of a member of the
California State Bar, at which member's direction this service is made. Iam 18 years of age or
older and not a party to this'matter. Iam familiar with the business practice at the Office of the
Attorney General for collection and processing of correspondence for mailing with the United
States Postal Service. In accordance with that practice, correspondence placed in the internal
mail collection system at the Office of the Attorney General is deposited with the United States
Postal Service with postage thereon fully prepaid that §ame day in the ordinary course of
business. - '

On July 2, 2015, I served the attached [PROPOSED] ORDER AFTER HEARING by
transmitting a true copy via electronic mail. In addition, I placed a true copy thereof enclosed in
a sealed envelope, in the internal mail system of the Office of the Attorney General, addressed as
follows:

Scott Franklin

Michel & Associates, P.C.

180 E. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 200
Long Beach, CA 90802

E-mail Address; SFranklin@michellawvers.com

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California.the foregoing is true
and correct and that this declaration was executed on July 2, 2015, at Sac Qmento, California.

-

Tracie L. Campbell . J e .ZA/M

Declarant Signafure

SA2013113332
11925837.doc
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

DAVID GENTRY, JAMES PARKER,

MARK MIDLAM, JAMES BASS, and
CALGUNS SHOOTING SPORTS

"ASSOCIATION,

Plaintiffs and Petitioners,
v‘

KAMALA HARRIS, in Her Official
Capacity as Attorney General for the
State of California; STEPHEN
LINDLEY, in His Official Capacity as
Acting Chief for the California
Department of Justice, BETTY T. YEE,
in her official capacity as State
Controller, and DOES 1-10,

Defendants and Respondents.

Case No. 34-2013-80001667-CU-WM-GDS

RULING AFTER ADDITIONAL BRIEFS:
MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON THE
PLEADINGS, MOTION TO COMPEL
ADDITIONAL RESPONSES TO FORM
INTERROGATORIES, AND MOTION TO
COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES TO
REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS

This matter came on for hearing on June 5, 2015, for the above-referenced motions. The

Court granted the motion for judgment on the pleadings in part, and ordered the parties to submit

further briefing as to whether the Court should construe the motion for judgment on the

pleadings as a motion to strike and strike the remaining portion of the second cause of action.

The Court also ordered the parties to notify it as to whether the discovery motions were still at

issue, or whether they had become moot as Respondents contended.

i
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In the Order after Hearing, the Court granted the motion for judgment on the pleadings as
to the First Cause of Action, dismissing it without leave to amend. With respect to the Second
Cause of Action, the Court granted the motion with regard to the first alternative claim that SB
140 is an unlawful appropriation because SB 819 is an illegal tax under the California
Constitution. With regard to the second alternative claim-of the Second Cause of Action (that the
DOJ Defendants had no authority to use DROS fee revenues to regulate the possession of
firearms prior to January 1, 2012, the date that SB 819 went into effect), the Court ordered the
parties to brief the issue as to whether the Court should construe the motion for judgment on the
pleadings as a motion to strike, and strike that claim. This further briefing was to be filed by
August 7, 2015.

In the Order, the Court noted that the parties had met and conferred as to the motions to
compel and were unable to reach a resolution as to whether some of the requests were now moot
in light of the ruling on the motion for judgment on the pleadings. The Court received the parties’
supplemental briefs on August 7, 2015, and has considered them in making the instant ruling.
Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings

The Court agrees with Petitioners that in light of the dismissal of the Proposition 26
claims, .the Second Cause of Action is no longer uncertain. Pursuant to Lilenthal & Fowler v.
Super. Ct., (1993) 12 Cal.App.4th 1848, a demurrer is no longer proper baséd on the failure to
separately state each cause of a;:tion. ({d. at 1855, FN 4.) As Respondents did not otherwise
object to the remaining portion of the Second Cause of Action, the Court declines to strike those
remaining portions.

1/
i
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Motion to Compel Further Responses to Requests for Admissions, Set One

Petitioner’s motion to compel further responses to requests for admissions concerns

-requests 83, 84, 85, 86, 88, and 89.

Respondent argues these discovery requests are now moot in light of the Court’s ruling on
the motion for judgment on the pleadings. The C_ourt agrees. Consequently, the motion to compél
further responses to these requests is denied.

Motion to Compel Further Responses to Form Interrogatory 17.1 regarding Request for
Admissions.
Petitioner’s motion to compel further responses to Form Interrogatory 17.1 concerns

Petitioner’s requests for admissions 18, 19, 21, 22, 38, 58, 68, 78, 83, 84, 85, 86, 88, 89, 92, 93,

94, 95, 96, and 99. As the Court has already ruled that those requests concerning Petitioner’s

contention that SB 819 is an illegal tax are moot, the Court denies the motion to compel as o the
following requests for admissions: 18,19, 21, 22, 83, 84, 85, 86, 88, and 89.
With regard to the remaining requests, the Court rules as follows:
No. 38 — Granted. "
~ No. 58 — Granted.
No. 68 - Granted.
No. 78 — Denied.
No. 92 — Denied.
No. 93 — Denied.
‘No. 94 — Denied.
No. 95 — Denied.
No. 96 — Denied.

No. 99 — Denied.
3
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DATED: August 31, 2015

Conclusion

Respondents shall provide further responses as indicated above to Petitioners within 15

days of the date of this ruling.

Y
Superior Court of Califprnia,
County of Sacramento

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY MAILING
T (C.C.P.Sec. 1013a(d)

I, the undersigned deputy clerk of the Superior Court of California, County of

Sacramento, do declare under penalty of perjury that I did this date place a copy of the above-
entitled RULING AFTER ADDITIONAL BRIEFS in envelopes addressed to each of the
parties, or their counsel of record as stated below, with sufficient postage affixed thereto and
deposited the same in the United States Post Office at 720 9™ Street, Sacramento, California.

SCOTT M. FRANKLIN, ESQ. ANTHONY R. HAKL

MICHEL & ASSOCIATES, P.C. Deputy Attorney General
180 E. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 200 P.O. Box 944255

Long Beach, CA 90802 Sacramento, CA 94244-2550

Superior Court of California,
County of Sacramento

Dated: August 31, 2015 By: - _S.LEE 9&“ M -

Deputy Clerk ~
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C. D. Michel - S.B.N. 144258
‘Scott M. Franklin - S.B.N. 240254
Sean A. Brady - S.B.N. 262007
MICHEL & ASSOCIATES, P.C.
180 E. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 200
Long Beach, CA 90802
Telephone: 562-216-4444
Facsimile: 562-216-4445

Email: cmichel@michellawyers.com

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

DAVID GENTRY, JAMES PARKER, . ) CASE NO. 34-2013-80001667
MARK MIDLAM, JAMES BASS, and )
CALGUNS SHOOTING SPORTS )
ASSOCIATION ) FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR
) DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE
Plaintiffs and Petitioners, )  RELIEF AND PETITION FOR WRIT OF
) MANDAMUS
)
vs. )
)
KAMALA HARRIS, in Her Official )
Capacity as Attorney General For the State )
of California; STEPHEN LINDLEY, in His )
Official Capacity as Acting Chief for the )
California Department of Justice, BETTY )
YEE, in her official capacity as State )
Controller, and DOES 1-10. )
)
Defendants and Respondents. )
-
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INTRODUCTION

1. The California Department of Justice (“DOJ”)! collects information from potential
firearm purchasers via a Dealer Record of Sale (DROS) form. The DROS form is primarily used
for conducting background checks. Along with submission of the DROS form, the DOJ requires
potential purchasers® to pay a fee (the “DROS Fee™). As required by statute, monies collected
from the DROS Fee are segregated in a DROS Special Account of the General Fund, to be used
only for covering the costs associated with administering the DROS program.

2. The Penal Code limits what DOJ can charge for the DROS Fee to an amount “no more
than is necessary” to recover DOJ’s costs of administering the DROS program. Despite this
statutory limitation, in recent years, the DROS Special Account has amassed a surplus of over $35
million,_primarily consisting of DROS Fee revenues.

3. The $35 million surplus is extraordinary given that DOJ’s annual budget for the DROS
program has been approximately $9 million on averagé during the last ten years. In other words,
the surplus is about four times the average amount of the annual DROS program budget.

4. Rather than lower the DROS Fee to reduce the surplus and to avoid such large and
illegal surpluses in the future, the Legislature chose instead to “authorize” DOJ’s use of the DROS
Fee for additional purposes by passing Senate Bill 819 (“SB 819”).

5. SB 819, effective January 2012, categorically expanded the scope of activities funded
by the DROS Special Account (and specifically by DROS Fee revenues) to include general
regulatory and enforcement activities related to the “possession” of firearms. These activities
extend far beyond those reasonably related to the DROS program, the original purpose of which
was to make sure those individuals seeking to purchase a firearm were not prohibited from doing

so. Moreover, such activities had previously — and properly — been paid for out of the General

' Defendants, being sued in their official capacity as heads of the DOJ, and DOJ being
under Defendants’ control, all references to “DOJ” herein should be construed as a reference to
Defendants.

? With few exceptions, this “fee” applies to all types of transfers, even gifts and trades.
But for simplicity’s sake “purchase” will be used throughout this Complaint to include all such
activities unless specifically stated otherwise.
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Fund.

6. The Legislature, relying on SB 819, passed Senate Bill 140 (“SB 140”) the following
year, which appropriated the then-existing $24 million dollar DROS Special Account surplus to
pay for DOJ’s enforcement of the Armed Prohibited Persons System (APPS) program. APPS
enforcement activities primarily include, e.g., hiring additional officers and staff to conduct
SWAT-style raids on residents DOJ believes are illegally in possession of firearms — again,
activities far removed from data collection and background checks that comprise the DROS
program. |

7. The DOJ’s current use of DROS Fee revenues to fund APPS enforcement or any other
activities not reasonably related to the DROS program violates California law.

8. The California Constitution presumes that any bill enacting or increasing a “levy,
charge, or exaction” of any kind is a tax, and, as such, must receive approval from two-thirds of
all members of each house of the Legislature to be valid.

9. By expanding the activities for which DROS Fee revenues can be used to include
regulating the “possession” of firearms, and thereby increasing the activities the DROS Fee payer
is responsible to finance, SB 819 constitutes “a levy, charge, or exaction” that the law presumes is
a tax.

10. Despite the Legislature’s attempt to paint it as such, SB 819 is not the type of
regulatory measure that is exempt from being considered a tax. Rather, it represents precisely the
type of government conduct that a 2010 amendment to the California Constitution was intended to
stop, i.e., the government’s effort to circumvent tax-control measures by disguising new taxes or
tax increases as “fees” or mere regulatidns.

11. Because SB 819 does not meet any of the exceptions for being a tax and was not
passed with the requisite two-thirds majority‘ of both legislative houses, it is void and
unenforceable as an illegal tax. -

12. And, because its authorization was based solely on the invalid adoption of SB 819, the
Legislature’s appropriation of $24 million from the DROS Special Account surplus to fund the
Armed Prohibited Persons System (APPS) pursuant to SB 140 was and is an ongoing illegal
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expenditure of state funds.

13. Plaintiffs-Petitioners (“Plaintiffs”) are individuals who have paid the DROS Fee in the
past and who expect to pay it for their future lawful purchases of firearms. Plaintiffs seek a
declaration from this Court that SB 819 is void as an illegal tax, along with an injunction
prohibiting DOJ Defendants from using DROS Fee revenues for regulating the “possession” of
firearms.

14. Plaintiffs further seek to enjoin any expend.iture of DROS Fees purportedly authorized
by SB 140, and a writ of mandate ordering the return of any such fees to the DROS Special
Account that may have been transferred, appropriated, or otherwise allocated to DOJ pursuant to
SB 140.

15. Additionally, because the DROS Fee has béen increased from $14 to $19 in 2004,
resulting in a surplus of at least $35 million (despite DOJ Defendants spending DROS Fee
revenues on unauthorized activities) from that time, Plaintiffs believe the DROS Fee is being
charged at an amount beyond that permitted by statute.

16. As such, Plaintiffs seek a writ of mandate ordering DOJ Defendants to comply with
their statutory duty to review the amount of the DROS Fee and establish its proper amount,
without taking the costs of regulating “possession” of firearms into account, since SB 819 is void.

JURISDICTION & VENUE

17. This Court has jurisdiction under California Code of Civil Procedure sections 525,
526, 526a, 187, and 1085 and other applicable laws.

18. Venue in this judicial district is proper under California Code of Civil Procedure
sections 303(b) and 401 because Defendants are public officers and each maintains an official
office within this judicial district. Additionally, Plaintiffs are residents of Sacramento County,
wherein their injuries forming the basis of this lawsuit &)ccurred.

PARTIES
L Plaintiffs-Petitioners
19. All individual Plaintiffs are natural persons, citizens of the United States, and current

residents of Sacramento County, California.

4
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20. All individual Plaintiffs are eligible to possess firearms under state and federal law.

21. Plaintiff David Gentry has lawfully purchased firearms, for which he paid the DROS
Fee, both before and after January 1, 2012, including within the last twelve months. Plaintiff
Gentry expects to purchase a firearm within California in the near future, for which he would be
subject to the DROS Fee.

22. Plaintiff James Parker is a resident and taxpayer of Sacramento, California. Plaintiff
Parker has lawfully purchased firearms, for which he paid the DROS Fee, before January 1, 2012,
including within the last twelve months.

23. Plaintiff Mark Midlam has lawfully purchased various firearms, for which he paid the
DROS Fee, both before and after January 1, 2012, including within the last twelve months.
Plaintiff Midlam expects to purchase a firearm within California in the near future, for which he
would be subject to the DROS Fee.

24. Plaintiff James Bass has lawfully purchased firearms, for which he paid the DROS
Fee, both before and after January 1, 2012, including within the last twelve months. Plaintiff Bass
expects to purchase a firearm within California in the near future, for which he would be subject
to the DROS Fee.

25. Plaintiff Calguns Shooting Sports Association (“CGSSA”) is a non-profit entity
classified under section 501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code and incorporated under the laws
of California, with its principal place of business in Co;/ina, California. CGSSA is committed to
promoting and expanding safe recreational firearm shooting in California through education
within the California shooting-sports Community. CGSSA is also dedicated to the protection of
the rights of those involved in the shooting-sports. CGSSA represents the interests of its
supporters all over California, including those within Sacramento County. Those supporters
consist of firearm owners, collectors, hunters, enthusiasts, competitive and recreational shooters
and others interested in safe and legal shooting-sports and firear-related activities. The interests
CGSSA seeks to protect on behalf of those supporters include being free from unlawful taxes
imposed on law-abiding firearm purchasers. CGSSA brings this action on behalf of itself and its

supporters in California who have been, are being, and will in the future be required to pay
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excessive DROS Fees thét are used unlawfully by Defendants-Respondents for purposes other
than the DROS program.
IL Defendants-Respondents

26. Defendant KAMALA HARRIS is the Attorney General of California. She is the chief
law enforcement officer of California, and is charged b‘y Article V, Section 13 of the California
Constitution with the duty to inform the general public and to supervise and instruct local
prosecutors and law enforcement agencies regarding the meaning of the laws of the State,
including the fair and proper implementation of the DROS program and use of DROS Fees. She is
sued in her official capacity.

27. Defendant STEPHEN LINDLEY is the Acting Chief of the DOJ Bureau of Firearms
and, as such, is responsible for executing, interpreting, and enforcing certain laws of the State of
California, as well as customs, practices, and policies at issue in this lawsuit. He is sued in his
official capacity.

28. Defendants HARRIS and LINDLEY (collectively “DOJ Defendants™) are responsible
for administering and enforcing the DROS Fee and related programs, and have in the past
demanded and are presently demanding, and will continue to demand payment of the DROS Fee
from firearms purchasers, including Plaintiffs. DOJ Defendants are also responsible for expending
funds from the DROS Special Account as authorized and allocated to DOJ by the Legislature.

29. Defendant BETTY YEE is the current California Controller. As such, Defendant YEE
is the Chief Fiscal Officer of California, and is responsible for accounting for and controlling the
disbursement of all state funds, which would include the disbursement of funds from the DROS
Special Account allocated to the DOJ Defendants by tﬁe Legislature.

30. The true names or capacities, whether individual, corporate, associate or otherwise of
the DEFENDANTS named herein as DOES 1-10, are presently unknown to PLAINTIEFS, who
therefore sue said DEFENDANTS by such fictitious names. PLAINTIFFS pray for leave to amend
this Complaint and Petition to show the true names, capacities, and/or liabilities of DOE
Defendants if and when they have been determined.

111
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OVERVIEW OF CALIFORNIA REGULATORY SCHEME
L Regulating the Imposition of Taxes and Fees

31. Section 3 of Article XIII A of the California Constitution (hereafter “Section 3”) was
originally made law by voter approval of Proposition 13 in 1978. It placed limits on the
government in enacting new taxes, and defined what would constitute a “tax” for its purposes.

32. In 2010, California voters approved Proposition 26, which, relevant to Plaintiffs’
claims, amended Section 3 to clarify what constitutes a “tax” under California law.

33. Proposition 26 amended Section 3, in pertiﬁent part, as follows:

a. “Any change in state statute which results in any taxpayer paying a
higher tax must be imposed by an act passed by not less than two-thirds of all members elected to
each of the two houses of the Legislature.” Cal. Const., art. XIII A § 3(a).

b. “As used in [Section 3 of article XIII A of the California
Constitution], ‘tax” means any levy, charge, or exaction of any kind imposed by the State.” Cal.
Const., art. XIII A § 3(b).

c. “The State bears the burden of proving by a preponderance of the
evidence that a levy, charge, or other exaction is not a tax, that the amount is no more than
necessary to cover the reasonable costs of the governmental activity, and that the manner in which
those costs are allocated to a payor bear a fair or reasonable relationship to the payor’s burdens on,
or benefits received from, the governmental activity.” Cal. Const. art. XIII A, § 3(d).

34. Proposition 26°s express and primary purpose was to end the previously common
legislative and regulatory practice of circumventing Proposition 13’s tax-increase restrictions —
and thwarting the will of the people — by levying a tax under the guise of a regulatory “fee.”
1L Regulating Firearm Transfers

A. Licensed Dealer Requirement

35. When individuals wish to obtain a firearm in California, state law generally requires
them to process the transaction through a federally-licensed, California firearm dealer (an “FFL”).
Cal. Penal Code §§ 26500, 26520,

36. California requires that various fees be paid by the intended purchaser at the time of
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initiating the transfer of a firearm, which fees are collected by the FFL processing the transfer.
Cal. Penal Code § 28055. _

B. The Dealer’s Record of Sale (DROS) “Fee”

37. California Penal Code sections 28225(a)-(c) [12076(e)],* 28230 [12076(D)], 28235
[12076(g)], and 28240(a)-(b) [12076(I)], and California Code of Regulations section
4001establish the fees paid by a firearm transferee when processing a DROS (i.e., the DROS
Fee),* and how those fees may be used. '

38. Subdivision (a) of Penal Code section 28225 [12076(e)] provides:

The [DOJ] may require the [FFL] to charge each firearm purchaser a fee not to

exceed fourteen dollars ($14), except that the fee may be increased at a rate not to

exceed any increase in the California Consumer Price Index as compiled and

reported by the Department of Industrial Relations.

39. The use of the words “may” and “not to exceed” in subdivision (a) of Penal Code
section 28225 [12076(e)] make clear that DOJ Defendants are not required to charge the
maximum fee amount allowed for by that statute, or to even charge any fee at all.

40. Subdivision (b) of Penal Code section 28225 [12076(e)] further provides that “[t]he
[DROS] fee shall be no more than is necessary to fund” the activities enumerated at Penal Code
section 28225(b)(1)-(11) [12076(e)(1)-(10)].

41. Penal Code section 28225(b)(11) [12076(e)(10)] authorizes the DOJ to use revenues
from the DROS Fee to fund “the estimated reasonable costs of [DOJ ] firearms-related regulatory
and enforcement activities related to the sale, purchase; possession, loan, or transfer of firearms.”

42. Before January 1, 2012, section 28225(b)(11) [12076(e)(10)] did rot provide for

expenditure of DROS Fee revenues on firearms-related regulatory and enforcement activities

* Pursuant to the Legislature’s enactment of Assembly Concurrent Resolution 73
(McCarthy) 2006, which authorized a Non-Substantive Reorganization of California’s Deadly
Weapons Statutes, various California Penal Code sections were renumbered as of January 1,
2012. For convenience and ease of reference, the corresponding previous code section for each
referenced “renumbered” Penal Code section is provided in brackets.

* The “fees” DOJ charges pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 11, Section
4001, and Penal Code sections 12076(¢) [28225(a)-(c)], 12076(£)(1)(B) [28230(a)(2)], discussed
herein, shall be referred to as the “DROS Fee” throughout.
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related to the mere “possession” of firearms. But the Legislature amended that section during the
2011 Legislative session via SB 819 to “authorize” usiﬁg DROS Fee revenues for this new and
expansive category of activities, as explained in detail below.
43. Penal Code section 28230(a)(2) [12076(£)(1)(B)] provides for DOJ to also use DROS
Fee revenues for “the actual processing costs associated with the submission of a [DROS] to the
[DOJ].”
44. Section 28235 [12076(g)] provides:
All money received by the department pursuant to this article shall be
deposited in the Dealers’ Record of Sale Special Account of the General
Fund, which is hereby created, to be available, upon appropriation by the
Legislature, for expenditure by the department to offset the costs incurred
pursuant to any of the following: .
(a) This article;
(b) Section 18910 [12305(f)-(g)];
(c) Section 27555 [12072(H)(1)];
(d) Subdivisions (d) and (e) of Section 27560 [12072(£)(2)];
(e) Article 6 (commencing with Section 28450) [12083 (entirety)];
(f) Section 31110 [12289.5];
(g) Section 31115 [12289];
(h) Subdivision (a) of Section 32020 12131(c)];
(i) Section 32670 [12234]; '
(3) Section 33320 [12099].
45. The reference to “this article in section 28235 [12076(g)] means Article 3 of Chapter
6 of Title 4 of Part 6 of the California Penal Code (beginning at section 28200 and ending with
section 28250 [12076(entirety)]), which solely includes sections concerning imposition of the
DROS Fee.
46. The activities covered in the Penal Code sections referenced by section 28235
[12076(g)] also include:
(1) inspections of “Destructive Device” Permit-Holders (Cal. Penal Code § 18910

[12305()-(2)]);
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(2) the California FFL Check Program (Cal. Penal Code § 27555 [12072(£)(1)]);

(3) a public education program pertaining to importers of personal handguns (Cal. Penal
Code § [27560(d)-(e)]) [12072(H)(2)(D)];

(4) the Centralized List of Exempted FFLs (Cal. Penal Code § 28450, et seq. [12083]);

(5) inspections of “Assault Weapon” Permit-Hoiders (Cal. Penal Code § 31110
[12289.5]);

(6) public education program regarding registration of “assault weapons” (Cal. Penal Code
§ 31115 [12289]);

(7) retesting of handguns certified as “not unsafe” (Cal. Penal Code § 32020(a)
[12131(c)D);

(8) inspections of Machine Gun Permit-Holders (Cal. Penal Code § 32670 [12234]); and

(9) inspections of Short-Barreled Long Gun Permit-Holders (Cal. Penal Code § 33320
[12099]).

47. The DOJ currently charges the DROS Fee at $19 for a single transaction involving one
or more rifles or shotguns and not more than one handgun. The DROS Fee for each additional
handgun being purchased at the same time is $15. 11 Cal. Code of Reg. section 4001.

48. DOJ requires the DROS Fee be paid by purchasers for all firearm sales from an FFL,
as well as private party transfers of firearms that must be processed through an FFL (which
includes most transfers).’ Cal. Penal Code § 28225.

49. The Penal Code mandates that revenue from the DROS Fee is to be deposited into the
DROS Special Account of the General Fund (“DROS Special Account™). Cal. Penal Code §
28235 [12076(g)].5 '

5 But See Cal. Pen. Code §§ 27875, 27920, 27925, and 27966 (exempting from the FFL-
processing requirement transfers between immediate family members, transfers by operation of
law, and transfers of “curios and relics™).

§ DOJ Defendants deposit (and commingle) funds collected from some additional fees —
for special firearm licensing and miscellaneous services (see e.g,, Cal. Penal Code §§ 30900-
30905 [12285(a),(b)]), concealed weapon permit applications and Cal. Pen. Code § 26190(a)-(b)
[12054]), “Assault Weapon” Permits — into the DROS Special Account. Plaintiffs estimate that
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C. The DROS Fee Has Continually Been Utilized for Expanding Purposes,
Despite DOJ’s Failure to Review Its Proper Amount for Recovering DOJ’s
Legitimate Costs

50. Plaintiffs are informed and believe that the State (DOJ) began charging a DROS Fee
in 1990. It was $4.25 at that time. See Senate Bill 670, 1995-1996 Leg. Sess. (Cal. 1995) (as
introduced Feb. 22, 1995).

51. By 1995, the DROS Fee had ballooned to $14.00, an increase of greater than 300
percent in less than five years. /d.

52. In 1995, the California Legislature passed Senate Bills 670 and 671 to cap the rate for
a DROS fee at $14.00, with increases “at a rate not to exceed any increase in the California
Consumer Price Index.” That amendment is reflected in Penal Code section 28225(a) [12076(e)]
described above.

53. In the following years, a trend emerged of passing bills that would allow monies in the
DROS Special Account to finance an ever-expanding list of programs and services found at
section 28235 [12076(g)].

1. AB 161: Deleting specific prohibitions against using “DROS Fee”
funds for other purposes '

54. In 2003, AB 161 was proposed to expand the scope of section 28225(a)-(c) [12076(e)]
by providing a “catch-all” to ensure that those programs (i.e., those sections listed in section
28235 [12076(g)]) could be supported by revenues collected from the “DROS Fee” that were
deposited in the DROS Special Account.

55. As AB 161 made its way through the legislétive process, the bill’s sponsor argued that

it did not expand the use of revenues from the DROS Fee, but merely clarified their use.

70-80% of the account consists of monies from the DROS Fee; Plaintiffs’ efforts to ascertain a
more definite figure are hampered by the DOJ’s lack of accounting.

7 See Sen. Comm. on Public Safety, Bill Analysis: Dealers Record of Sale Special
Account - Expanding Authorized Use - Appropriation to Fund Firearms Trafficking Prevention
Act 0£2002, at 10 (July 8, 2003) available at

http.//www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/03-04/bill/asm/ab_0151-0200/ab_161 cfa 20030708 141850 se

n comm.html.
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56. Nevertheless, in its final form as signed into law, AB 161 removed the prohibition on
using DROS Fee revenues to “directly fund or as a loan to fund any program not specified” and,
added section 28225(b)(11) [12076(e)(10)], allowing the DOJ to use funds collected from firearm
transactions for any “regulatory and enforcement activit[y] related to the sale, purchase, loan, or
transfer of firearms.”

57. Due to AB 161’s expansion of activities to be funded by the DROS Special Account,
on January 26, 2004, then Senator Morrow submitted a written request to the Joint Legislative
Audit Committee (“JLAC”), seeking a formal audit of the DROS Special Account, noting that the
DOJ’s previous reports lacked sufficient detail. That request was heard a month later, but was not
granted.®

2. 11 CCR 4001: Raising the DROS Fee Amount

58. Later that same year, less than one year after AB 161 expanded the list of activities
that DROS Fee payers are forced to fund, and after the Legislature rejected Senator Morrow’s call
for a formal audit, the DOJ, without justification or explanation, adopted California Code of
Regulations, title 11, section 4001, which increased the cap on the DROS Fee from $14 to $19 for
the first handgun in a single transaction, and for one or more rifles or shotguns in a single
transaction. And, DOJ capped the DROS Fee for each additional handgun being purchased at the
same time as the first handgun at $15.

59. No support was provided by DOJ tying the $5 increase of the maximum fee amount
(from $14 to $19) to the California Consumer Price Inciex, to which DROS Fee increases are
statutorily limited. Nor was any support provided by DOJ justifying the $15 fee as necessary to
cover its costs relating to the sale of an additional handgun.

3. DOJ’s failed attempt to lower admittedly excessive DROS Fee

60. California Code of Regulations, title 11, section 4001 remained in effect without any

attempts by DOJ to amend it to raise or lower the DROS Fee, until 2010 when the DOJ issued a

notice of proposed rulemaking, stating its intent to Jower the maximum fee allowed from $19 to

® PLAINTIFFS have so far been unable to ascertain the vote or outcome of that February
24, 2004 hearing, despite diligent efforts.
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the pre-2004 emergency regulation amount of $14.

61. The 2010 initial statement of reasons concerning the proposed rulemaking intended to
lower the DROS Fee indicated that “although the volume of DROS transactions has increased, the
average time spent on each DROS, and thus the processing cost, has decreased.” It also noted that
“[t]he proposed regulations [would] lower the current $19 DROS Fee to $14, commensurate with
the actual cost of processing a DROS.” (emphasis added)."®

62. Ultimately, the 2010 proposed rulemaking was not adopted, thereby allowing DOJ to
continue collecting the admittedly excessive DROS Fee revenues and use them to fund other
government activities.

~ 63. With the possible exception of DOJ’s assessment in 2010, which was never acted
upon despite its finding that the amount of the DROS Fee is too high, it appears DOJ has never
conducted a review of the DROS Fee to ensure “that the amount is no more than necessary to
cover the reasonable costs” of the DROS program, as required by law. Cal. Penal Code §§
28225(a) [12076(e)], 28225(b) [12076(e)]; See also Cal. Const. art. XIII A, § 3(d).

D. SB 819: Further expanding potential uses for DROS Fee funds and the

surplus accumulated in the DROS Special Account

64. Rather than lower the DROS Fee, based on DOJ’s 2010 findings, and use the DROS
Special Account’s surplus for purposes relating to the DROS system, in 2011, the California
Legislature passed and Governor Brown signed into law Senate Bill 819 (Leno), effective as of
January 1, 2012. SB 819 once again expanded the uses to which DROS Fee revenues may be put,
as described in the findings for amending section 28225, quoted below.

65. In addition to the Legislature’s express findings to the same effect, DOJ Defendants
have admitted SB 819°s purpose and effect is to use funds from the DROS Fee on activities
unrelated to the DROS program: “To clear the [Armed and Prohibited Persons System] backlog of

® Cal. Dept. of Justice, Initial Statement of Reasons concerning Proposed DROS Fee
Regulations (2010), available at http://ag.ca.gov/firearms/regs/DROSisor.pdf,

©Id.
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approximately 34,000 handguns, Attorney General Harris is the sponsor of Senate Bill 819, which

would revise the Penal Code to expand the use of existing regulatory fees collected by gun dealers

to allow the state [DOJ] to use fee revenue to pay for the APPS program.” Press Release, Office of
the Attorney General, Attorney General Kamala D. Harris Announces Seizure of 1,200 Guns from

Mentally Unstable and Other Individuals (June 16, 2011) (emphasis added).

66. As noted above, prior to January 1, 2012, section 28225(b)(11) [12076(e)(10)] did not
provide for expenditure of DROS Fee revenues on regulations or enforcement activities related to
“possession” of firearms. Such general law enforcement activities were always funded from the
General Fund. But the Legislature amended that section during the 2011 Legislative session via
SB 819 to allow for such, based on its following purported findings:

SECTION 1. The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:

(a) California is the first and only state in the nation to establish an
automated system for tracking handgun and assault weapon owners
who might fall into a prohibited status.

(b) The California Department of Justice (DOJ) is required to
maintain an online database, which is currently known as the Armed
Prohibited Persons System, otherwise known as APPS, which
cross-references all handgun and assault weapon owners across the
state against criminal history records to determine persons who have
been, or will become, prohibited from possessing a firearm
subsequent to the legal acquisition or registration of a firearm or
assault weapon. :

(c) The DOJ is further required to provide authorized law
enforcement agencies with inquiry capabilities and investigative
assistance to determine the prohibition status of a person of interest.

(d) Each day, the list of armed prohibited persons in California
grows by about 15 to 20 people. There are currently more than
18,000 armed prohibited persons in California. Collectively, these
individuals are believed to be in possession of over 34,000
handguns and 1,590 assault weapons. The illegal possession of these
firearms presents a substantial danger to public safety.

(e) Neither the DOJ nor local law enforcement has sufficient
resources to confiscate the enormous backlog of weapons, nor can
they keep up with the daily influx of newly prohibited persons.

(f) A Dealer Record of Sale fee is imposed upon every sale or
transfer of a firearm by a dealer in California. Existing law
authorizes the DOJ to utilize these funds for firearms-related
regulatory and enforcement activities related to the sale, purchase,
loan, or transfer of firearms pursuant to any provision listed in
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Section 16580 of the Penal Code, but not expressly for the
enforcement activities related to possession.

(g) Rather than placing an additional burden on the taxpayers of
California to fund enhanced enforcement of the existing armed
prohibited persons program, it is the intent of the Legislature in
enacting this measure o allow the DOJ to utilize the Dealer Record
of Sale Account for the additional, limited purpose of funding

enforcement of the Armed Prohibited Persons System. S.B. 819,
2011 Leg., Reg. Sess. (Ca. 2011) (emphasis added).

E. SB 140: Appropriation of $24 Million from DROS Special Account for DOJ’s
Armed Prohibited Person System

67. DOJ Defendants received what they sought from SB 819 the following year, on May
1, 2013, when Senate Bill 140 (2013) was signed into law as an emergency measure, adding
Section 30015 to the Penal Code. SB 140 appropriates the current $24 million surplus from the
DROS Special Account to DOJ Defendants “to address the backlog in the Armed Prohibited
Persons System (APPS) and the illegal possession of firearms by those prohibited persons.”

68. Evidenced by, among other things, their various press releases and television
interviews in the last few months touting their efforts and purported accomplishments, DOJ
Defendants have been aggressively spending the monies appropriated to them via SB 140 by
hiring new agents to conduct APPS-related investigatio‘ns, including SWAT-style raids on
suspects’ homes, hoping to seize illegally possessed firearms from dangerous criminals,
Regardless of the efficacy or wisdom of these raids, such activities are not reasonably related to
the DROS program.

69. Nonetheless, as seen above in the legislative findings for Section 30015, the
Legislature chose to burden potential firearm purchasers via an excessive DROS Fee with the cost
of administering the APPS “[r]ather than placing an additional burden on the taxpayers of
California.”

70. Prior to January 1, 2012, when SB 819 went into effect, there was no statutory
authority for SB 140, because section 28225(b)(11) [12076(e)(10)] did not provide for
expenditure of DROS Fee revenues on activities related to “possession” of firearms before that

time. Nothing in SB 140 purports to justify the use of surplus DROS Fee funds collected before
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January 1, 2012, on the “possession of firearms.”

71. Plaintiffs have each been required to, and have in fact paid the DROS Fee before and
after SB 819 went into effect on January 1, 2012.

72. Plaintiffs intend to purchase additional firearms in the near future, which will require
their paying the DROS Fee again.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF INVALIDITY OF
APPROPRIATION OF PRE-EXISTING DROS FEE REVENUES TO ARMED
PROHIBITED PERSON SYSTEM
California Code of Civil Procedure § 526a
(By All Plaintiffs Against DOJ Defendants)

73. All of the above paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated herein by reference.

74. Even if SB 819 is not an illegal tax under Qalifomia’s Constitution, DOJ Defendants
did not have statutory authority to use DROS Fee revenues on regulating the “possession” of
firearms before SB 819 went into effect on January 1, 2012, Therefore, at minimum, DOJ
Defendants have no statutory authority to use any revenues collected from the DROS Fee before
2012 for activities relating to the “possession” of firearms.

75. Enforcing APPS programs relates solely to .regulating individuals’ “possession” of
firearms. As such, any monies collected from the DROS Fee prior to SB 819 going into effect on
January 1, 2012, cannot be used to fund the enforcement of APPS programs.

76. Because a significant portion of the $24 million SB 140 appropriated to DOJ
Defendants was amassed from individuals, including Plaintiffs, paying the DROS Fee prior to SB
819 going into effect on January 1, 2012, DOJ Defendants are not authorized to use such portion
of that $24 million on APPS programs, and are thus precluded from doing so.

77. Plaintiffs have been and continuously are irreparably injured by DOJ Defendants
using the $24 million appropriated to them by SB 140 or, at minimum, that portion of the $24
million collected before January 1, 2012,

/11
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SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION:
WRIT OF MANDATE - STOPPING APPROPRIATION OF SB 140 FUNDS
California Code of Civil Procedure §§ 526a, 1085
(By All Plaintiffs / Petitioners Against Defendant Controller)

78. All of the above paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated herein by reference.

79. Defendant Controller has, currently is, and will continue to appropriate to DOJ
Defendants funds pursuant to SB 140.

80. Because SB 140 constitutes an illegal appropriation, Defendant Controller cannot
lawfully appropriate to DOJ Defendants any of the $24 million authorized by SB 140.

81. Plaintiffs have been and continuously are irreparably injured by Defendant
Controller’s appropriating to DOJ Defendants funds pursuant to SB 140 because Plaintiffs have
no plain, speedy, and adequate remedy to prevent such an illegal appropriation.

82. Defendant Controller always has a clear, present, and ministerial duty to refrain from
unlawfully appropriating funds, and Plaintiffs always have a right to be free from the unlawful use
of the revenues collected from the fees they pay.

83. In the alternative, Defendant Controller cannot lawfully appropriate to DOJ
Defendants that portion of the $24 million authorized by SB 140 that represents DROS Fee
revenues collected before January 1, 2012, and has a ministerial duty to refrain from doing so.
Plaintiffs, as payersAof such DROS Fee, are irreparably injured by such unlawful appropriations.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION:
WRIT OF MANDATE - RECOUPING OF SB 140 FUNDS
California Code of Civil Procedure §§ 526a, 1085
(By All Plaintiffs / Petitioners Against Defendant Controller)

84. All of the above paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated herein by reference.

85. Because those funds already transferred to DOJ Defendants by Defendant Controller
pursuant to SB 140 constituted an illegal appropriation, at least in part, Defendant Controller has a
clear, present, and ministerial duty to preserve and recoup any such unlawfully appropriated funds

from DOJ Defendants.
111
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FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
WRIT OF MANDATE - RETURN OF SB 140 FUNDS
California Code of Civil Procedure §§ 526a, 1085
(By All Plaintiffs / Petitioners Against DOJ Defendants)

86. All of the above paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated herein by reference.

87. DOJ Defendants always have a clear, present, and ministerial duty to refrain from
accepting or using funds unlawfully appropriated to them, and Plaintiffs always have a right to be
free from such unlawful use of the revenues collected from the fees they pay.

88. Because any funds already transferred to DOJ Defendants by Defendant Controller
pursuant to SB 140 constituted an illegal appropriation, at least in part, DOJ Defendants have a
clear, present, and ministerial duty to return any such funds to Defendant Controller.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION:
WRIT OF MANDATE —~ REVIEW PROPER AMOUNT OF “DROS FEE”
(California Penal Code §§ 28225(a) [12076(e)] / 28225(b) [12076(e)] )
(By All Plaintiffs / Petitioners Against DOJ Defendants)

89. All of the above paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated herein by reference.

90. DOJ Defendants have a clear, present, and ministerial duty pursuant to California
Penal Code sections 28225(a) [12076(e)] and 28225(b) [12076(e)] to determine “the amount
necessary to fund” the activities enumerated at Penal Code section 28225(b)(1)-(11)
[12076(e)(1)~(10)] and to only charge the DROS Fee at that amount.

91. On information and belief, DOJ Defendants have been charging the DROS Fee at the
maximum amount statutorily allowed, without first determining whether that amount is “no more
than is necessary to fund” the regulatory and enforcement activities for which they are statutorily
permitted to use DROS Fee revenues.

92. The DROS Fee is currently imposed by DOJ Defendants on Plaintiffs and other
firearm purchasers at $19 per firearm transaction, plus $15 iaer each additional handgun.

93. Since the year 2004, the DROS Special Account, despite expenditures therefrom
having been made on unauthorized activities, has accumulated an approximately $35 million

surplus.
94. Most, if not all, of the approximately $35 million in surplus revenues in the DROS
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Special Account was generated by payers, including Plaintiffs, of the DROS Fee,

95. Despite amassing a multi-million-dollar surplus, DOJ Defendants have failed to
properly review the amount of the DROS Fee to ensure that the amount is “no more than is
necessary to fund” the activities enumerated at Penal Code section 28225(b)(1)-(11)
[12076(e)(1)-(10)].

96. DOJ Defendants are not complying with their duty to tailor the amount of the DROS
Fee to DOJ's actual costs in administering the DROS program.

97. On information and belief, the current amount of the DROS Fee exceeds DOJ
Defendants’ actual costs for lawfully administering the DROS program.

98. PLAINTIFFS have been and continuously are irreparably injured by DOJ Defendants’
imposing the DROS Fee at an amount that accrues a multi-million-dollar surplus without tying
such amount to DOJ’s actual costs for administering the DROS program.

99. Further, even if this Court holds that the use of DROS Fee funds for APPS-based law
enforcement activities is legal, and that the DROS Fee was being charged at a proper amount prior
to the passage of SB 819, the expansion of the scope of “necessary” costs funded by the DROS
Fee resulting from that new use constitutes a major change in circumstance that requires DOJ
Defendants to reassess the amount being charged for the DROS Fee based on the DOJ
Defendants’ clear, present, and ministerial duty pursuant to California Penal Code sections
28225(a) [12076(e)] and 28225(b) [12076(e)] to determine “the amount necessary to fund” the
activities enumerated at Penal Code section 28225(b)(1)-(11) [12076(e)(1)-(10)] and to only

|l charge the DROS Fee at that amount.

100. Inlight of DOJ Defendants’ duties to (1) perform a review to determine “the amount
necessary to fund” the activities enumerated at Penal Code section 28225(b)(1)-(11)
[12076(e)(1)-(10)] and to (2) charge the DROS Fee at that amount or less, DOJ Defendants’
review of the relevant costs necessarily must include a determination of whether the use of DROS
Fee funds for APPS-based law enforcement activities constitutes a tax. What is “necessary” to
fund the activities referred to in the pre-SB 819 version of Penal Code section 28225 is different

from what is “necessary” to fund “possession”-related law enforcement activities that are yet to be
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specified, inasmuch as a higher level of scrutiny applies to levies purportedly incurred to fund
regulatory activities (as opposed to costs paid for via funds collected for a tax).
SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION:
FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF
VALIDITY OF SENATE BILL 819/THE DROS FEE
Violation of California Const., Art. XIII, Sec. 1(b)
(By All Plaintiffs Against DOJ Defendants)

101. All of the above paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated herein by reference.

102. By expanding the activities for which DROS Fee revenues can be used to include
regulating the “possession” of firearms, thereby increasing the activities the DROS Fee payer is
responsible to finance and shifting the responsibility for millions of dollars in law enforcement
costs from the General Fund and taxpayers, generally, to the DROS Special Account and DROS
Fee payers, in particular, SB 819 creates a tax on DROS fee payers.

103. SB 819 created a tax notwithstanding the fact that the tax is collected as part of a so-
called regulatory fee.

104. Because the SB 819-created tax is imposed on DROS Fee payers who pay the tax so
they can obtain personal property (i.e., a firearm), the SB 819-created tax is a property tax under
California law.

105. Property taxes must be assessed in proportion to the value of the property being
taxed per California Constitution, article XIII, section 1(b).

106. On information and belief, DOJ has never attempted to determine whether the SB
819-created tax is, or could be, assessed in proportion to the value of the property being taxed.

107. On information and belief, the SB 819-created tax is not being proportionally
assessed as required by California Constitution, article XIII, section 1(b).

108. SB 819 is void and unenforceable because it creates a property tax that does not meet
the constitutional proportionality requirement that applies to property taxes.

109. An actual controversy exists between the parties hereto in that Plaintiffs believe that
DOJ’s use of DROS Fee funds for costs not resulting from the DROS process, purportedly

pursuant to SB 819, constitutes an invalid tax, and DOJ Defendants contend otherwise, thus DOJ

continues to utilize DROS Fee revenues to fund APPS- based law enforcement activities pursuant
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to SB 819.

110. Plaintiffs desire a judicial determination of the rights and duties of the parties,
including a declaration that SB 819 created an illegal tax under section 1(b) of article XIII of the
California Constitution.

111. Plaintiffs have been and continuously are irreparably injured by DOJ’s use of DROS
Fee revenues for APPS-related law enforcement activities pursuant to SB 819, as Plaintiffs are
being subjected to an illegal tax as a result thereof.

112. Plaintiffs further desire an injunction prohibiting DOJ Defendants from utilizing
DROS Fee revenues for law enforcement activities related to the “possession” of firearms
pursuant to SB 819.

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION:

FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF
VALIDITY OF SENATE BILL 819/THE DROS FEE
Violation of Califernia Const., Art. XIII, Sec. 2
(By All Plaintiffs Against DOJ Defendants)

113. All of the above paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated herein by reference.

114. By expanding the activities for which DROS Fee revenues can be used to include
regulating the “possession” of firearms, thereby increasing the activities the DROS Fee payer is
responsible to finance and shifting the responsibility for millions of dollars in law enforcement
costs from the General Fund and taxpayers, generally, to the DROS Special Account and DROS
Fee payers, in particular, SB 819 creates a tax on DROS fee payers.

115. SB 819 created a tax notwithstanding the fact that the tax is collected as part of a so-
called regulatory fee.

116. Because the SB 819-created tax is imposed on DROS Fee payers who pay the tax so
they can obtain personal property (i.e., a firearm), the SB 819-created tax is a property tax under
California law.

117. A two-thirds vote of the legislature is required to subject a specific type of personal
property to differential taxation pursuant to California Constitution, article XIII, section 2.

118. The implementation of SB 819 resulted in the differential taxation of personal

property (i.e., firearms).
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119. SB 819 was not enacted by a two-thirds vote.

120. SB 819 is void and unenforceable because it created a differential tax that does not
meet the constitutional two-thirds vote requirement that applies to the creation of a differential
property tax.

121. An actual controversy exists between the parties hereto in that Plaintiffs believe that
DOJ’s use of DROS Fee funds for costs not resulting from the DROS process, purportedly
pursuant to SB 819, constitutes an invalid tax, and DOJ Defendants contend otherwise, thus DOJ
continues to utilize DROS Fee revenues to fund APPS- based law enforcement activities pursuant
to SB 819. _

122. Plaintiffs desire a judicial determination of the rights and duties of the parties,
including a declaration as to whether SB 819 created an illegal tax under section 2 of article XIII
of the California Constitution.

123. Plaintiffs have been and continuously are irreparably injured by DOJ’s use of DROS
Fee revenues for APPS-related law enforcement activifies pursuant to SB 819, as Plaintiffs are
being subjected to an illegal tax as a result thereof.

124. Plaintiffs further desire an injunction prohibiting DOJ Defendants from utilizing
DROS Fee revenues for law enforcement activities related to the “possession” of firearms
pursuant to SB 819.

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION:

FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF
VALIDITY OF SENATE BILL 819/THE DROS FEE
Violation of California Const., Art. XIII, Sec. 3
(By All Plaintiffs Against DOJ Defendants)

125.  All of the above paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated herein by reference.

126. By expanding the activities for which DROS Fee revenues can be used to include
regulating the “possession” of firearms, thereby increasing the activities the DROS Fee payer is
responsible to finance and shifting the responsibility for millions of dollars in law enforcement
costs from the General Fund and taxpayers, generally, to the DROS Special Account and DROS
Fee payers, in particular, SB 819 creates a tax on DROS fee payers.

127. SB 819 created a tax notwithstanding the fact that the tax is collected as part of a so-
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called regulatory fee.

128. Because the SB 819-created tax is imposed on DROS Fee payers who pay the tax so
they can obtain personal property (i.c., a firearm), the SB 819-created tax is a property tax under
California law.

129. “Household furnishings and personal effects not held or used in connection with a
trade, profession, or business” are exempt from property taxation under California Constitution,
article XIII, section 3(m).

130. Firearms “not held or used in connection with a trade, profession, or business™ are
within the category of “household furnishings and pers-onal effects” and thus firearms purchased
for non-commercial use are exempt from property taxation under California Constitution, article
X111, section 3(m).

131. SB 819 resulted in a tax on firearms, and because firearms are not to be taxed
pursuant to the California Constitution, article XIII, section 3(m), SB 819 is void and
unenforceable.

132. An actual controversy exists between the parties hereto in that Plaintiffs believe that
DOJ’s use of DROS Fee funds for costs not resulting from the DROS process, purportedly
pursuant to SB 819, constitutes an invalid tax, and DOJ Defendants contend otherwise, thus DOJ
continues to utilize DROS Fee revenues to fund APPS- based law enforcement activities pursuant
to SB 819.

133. Plaintiffs desire a judicial determination of the rights and duties of the parties,
including a declaration that SB 819 created an illegal tax under Section 3(m) of Article XIII of the
California Constitution.

134. Plaintiffs have been and continuously are irreparably injured by DOJ’s use of DROS
Fee revenues for APPS-related law enforcement activities pursuant to SB 819.

135. Plaintiffs further desire an injunction prohibiting DOJ Defendants from utilizing
DROS Fee revenues for law enforcement activities rela.ted to the “possession” of firearms
pursuant to SB 819.

111

23

FIRST AMENDED COMP. FOR DEC. AND INJ. RLF & PET. WRIT MAND.




O 00 3 A U

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION:
FORDECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF
Scope of Senate Bill 819°s “Possession” Provision as
Applied to Funds Collected under the Guise of the DROS Fee
(By All Plaintiffs Against DOJ Defendants)

136. All of the above paragraphs are re-alleged and incorporated herein by reference, and
this cause of action is pleaded in the alternative to the other causes of action pleaded herein.

137. On information and belief, DOJ Defendants contend that, as a result of SB 819,
Penal Code section 28225(c) was amended such that the DOJ can now use the DROS Fee to
recoup costs of “firearms-related . . . enforcement . . . a'ctivities related to the . . . possession. . . of
firearms” including, but not limited to, APPS-based law enforcement activities. Penal Code §
28225(c).

138. On information and belief, an actual controversy exists between the parties hereto in
that Plaintiffs believe that SB 819, if it is valid at all, only authorized “the DOJ to utilize the
Dealer Record of Sale Account for the additional, limited purpose of funding enforcement of the
Armed Prohibited Persons System][,]” whereas DOJ Defendants contend SB 819 authorizes DOJ
to spend DROS Special Account money on any “firearms-related . . . regulatory and enforcement .
. . activities related to the . . . possession . . . of firearms[.]” Penal Code § 28225(c).

139. On information and belief, an actual controversy exists between the parties hereto in
that Plaintiffs believe that SB 819 did not authorize DOJ to use DROS Special Account Funds to
address the costs of APPS itself (as opposed to the costs of enforcement activities based on data
created via APPS),but DOJ switched the funding source for APPS itself from the General Fund to
the DROS Special Account in approximately 2011, based on the passage of SB 819.

140. DOJ continues to utilize DROS Fee revenues to fund APPS pursuant to an incorrect
interpretation of SB 819, and declaratory relief on the scope of SB 819 is appropriate not only to
end improper appropriations currently occurring, but to prevent a multiplicity of litigation
concerning other costs alleged to be improperly approp;‘iated based on an incorrect interpretation
of the scope of SB 819.

141. Plaintiffs desire a judicial determination of the rights and duties of the parties,

including a declaration that SB 819 does not authorize the appropriation of DROS Special
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Account funds for some use other than APPS-based law enforcement activities.

142. Plaintiffs have been and continuously are irreparably injured by DROS Fee revenues
being utilized for activities other than APPS-related law enforcement activities pursuant to SB
819, as Plaintiffs are being subjected to an illegal tax as a result thereof,

143. Plaintiffs further desire an injunction prohibiting DOJ Defendants from utilizing
DROS Fee revenues for purposes unrelated to the DROS background check process or APPS-
based law enforcement activities. |

PRAYER
WHEREFORE PLAINTIFFS pray for relief as follows:

1) For a declaration that there is no legal authorization for DOJ Defendants to use funds
collected from the “DROS Fee” before Senate Bill 819 went into effect on January 1, 2012, for
regulating the “possession” of firearms pursuant to section 28225(b)(11) [12076(e)(10)];

2) Alternatively, for a preliminary and permanent prohibitory injunction forbidding DOJ
Defendants and their agents, employees, officers, and representatives, from receiving or using any
monies collected from the “DROS Fee” before Senate Bill 819 went into effect on J anuary 1,
2012, that were appropriated to them via SB 140 for purposes of regulating the “possession” of
firearms pursuant to section 28225(b)(11) [12076(e)(10)];

3) For a preliminary and permanent prohibitory injunction forbidding Defendant
Controller and his agents, employees, officers, and representatives, from appropriating any funds
from the DROS Special Account to DOJ Defendants pursuant to SB 819 or SB 140, limited to
funds that were collected prior to Senate Bill 819 going into effect on January 1, 2012;

4) Alternatively, to the extent the Court believes a writ of mandate is appropriate rather
than an injunction, for a peremptory writ of mandate ordering Defendant State Controller and his
agents, employees, officers, and representatives, to refr;ﬁn from appropriating any funds from the
DROS Special Account to DOJ Defendants pursuant to SB 819 or SB 140, limited to funds that
were collected prior to Senate Bill 819 going into effect on January 1, 2012;

5) For a peremptory writ of mandate ordering Defendant State Controller and his agents,

employees, officers, and representatives, to recoup any funds that Defendant State Controller has
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already appropriated to DOJ Defendants pursuant to SB 140, as to funds that were collected prior
to Senate Bill 819 going into effect on January 1, 2012;

6) For a peremptory writ of mandate ordering DOJ Defendants and their agents,
employees, officers, and representatives, to return any and all funds they may have received
pursuant to Senate Bill 140, as to funds that were collected prior to Senate Bill 819 going into
effect on January 1, 2012.

7) For a peremptory writ of mandate ordering DOJ Defendants and their agents,
employees, officers, and representatives, to review the DROS Fee as currently imposed to
determine whether the amount is “no more than is necessary” to cover its costs for the DROS
program; .

8) For a preliminary and permanent prohibitory injunction forbidding DOJ Defendants and
their agents, employees, officers, and representatives, from imposing the “DROS Fee” as currently
imposed, at least until the required review is conducted by DOJ and the appropriate amount for
the DROS Fee is established;

9) For an award of reasonable attorneys’ fees, costs, and expenses pursuant to California
Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5 and/or other applicable law;

10) For such other and further relief as the Court may be just and proper;

11) For a declaration that Senate Bill 819 creates an unlawful tax under article XIII,
section 1(b) of the California Constitution and is thus void;

12) For a declaration that Senate Bill 819 creates an unlawful tax under article XIII,
section 2 of the California Constitution and is thus void;

13) For a declaration that Senate Bill 819 creates an unlawful tax under article XIII,
section 3(m) of the California Constitution and is thus void; and

111
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14) Alternatively, for a declaration confirming Senate Bill 819 authorizes DOJ to use
DROS Special Account funds for nothing other than costs specifically incurred as the result of

APPS-based law enforcement activities, and an injunction on spending based on such declaration.

Dated: December 30, 2015 MICHEL & ASSOCIATES, P.C.

Z’c M. Frankiin
Attorney for Plaintiffs
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PROOF OF SERVICE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I, Laura L. Quesada, am employed in the City of Long Beach, 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 180 East Ocean Blvd., Suite 200, Long Beach, CA 90802.

On December 30, 2015, the foregoing document(s) described as

FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF
AND PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS

on the interested parties in this action by placing
[ ] the original
[X] a true and correct copy
thereof enclosed in sealed envelope(s) addressed as follows:

Kamala D. Harris, Attorney General of California
Office of the Attorney General

Anthony Hakl, Deputy Attorney General

1300 I Street, Suite 1101

Sacramento, CA 95814

X (BYMAIL) Asfollows: Iam "readily familiar" with the firm's practice of collection and

NN NN NN NN R e e e e e
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processing correspondence for mailing. Under the practice it would be deposited with the
U.S. Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Long Beach,
California, in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party
served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date is more than one day after
date of deposit for mailing an affidavit.

Executed on December 30, 2015, at Long Beach, California.

X (VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL) As follows: I served a true and correct copy by electronic

transmission. Said transmission was reported and completed without error.
Executed on December 30, 2015, at Long Beach, California.

(PERSONAL SERVICE) I caused such envelope to delivered by hand to the offices of the
addressee.
Executed on December 30, 2015, at Long Beach, California.

X (STATE) Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that

the foregoing is true and correct.

(FEDERAL) Ideclare thatl am employed in the office o ember of the bar of this

court at whose direction the service was made.
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By S. Les, Deputy Clark

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

DAVID GENTRY, et al,,

Plaintiffs and Petitioners,

VS.

KAMALA HARRIS, et al.,

Defendants and Respondents.

CASE NO. 34-2013-80001667

] ORDER RE: PLAINTIFFS’
MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE FIRST
AMENDED COMPLAINT

Dept.: 31
Action filed: 10/16/2013

N’ e Mo Nt N Nt e s e

The Court issued a tentative ruling on Plaintiffs/Petitioners David Gentry, James Parker,

Mark Midlam, James Bass,

-and Calguns Shooting Sports Association’s (collectively “Plaintiffs”)

Motion for Leave to File First Amended Complaint (the “Motion’) on December 10, 2015. A

Copy of that ruling is attached hereto as Exhibit 1. After considering all the papers and admissible

evidence submitted by the parties in.support.of:and in‘opposition to the Motion, and good cause

appearing:

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Motion is GRANTED as stated in Exhibit 1, which

became a ruling of this Court in accordance with Local Rule 1.06(B).

IT IS SO ORDERED.

pate: /223 )16 MICHAEL P. KENNY
727

Hon. Michael P. Kenny, Judge of the Superior Court
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[PROPOSED] ORDER RE: MOT. FOR LEAVE TO FILE 1ST AM. COMPL.




SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO
P)ATE/TIME December 11, 2015, 9:00 a.m. DEPT. NO 31
JUDGE HON. MICHAEL KENNY CLERK S.LEE
DAVID GENTRY, JAMES PARKER, MARK Case No.: 34-2013-80001667

MIDLAM, JAMES BASS, and CALGUNS
SHOOTING SPORTS ASSOCIATION,

Plaintiffs and Petitioners,
V.

KAMALA HARRIS, in Her Official Capacity as
Attorney General for the State of California;
STEPHEN LINDLEY, in His Official Capacity as
Acting Chief for the California Department of Justice,
BETTY T. YEE, in her official capacity as State
Controller, and DOES 1-10,

Defendants and Respondents.

Nature of Proceedings: MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE FIRST
AMENDED COMPLAINT

The following shall constitute the Court’s tentative ruling on the motion for leave to file
first amended complaint, which is scheduled to be heard by the Court on Friday, December 11,
2015 at 9:00 a.m. in Department 31. The tentative ruling shall become the final ruling of the
Court unless a party wishing to be heard so advises the clerk of this Department no later than
4:00 p.m. on the court day preceding the hearing, and further advises the clerk that such party has
notified the other side of its intention to appear.

In the event that a hearing is requested, oral argument shall be limited to no more than 20
minutes per side.

Any party desiring an official record of this proceeding shall make arrangements for
reporting services with the Clerk of the Department where the matter will be heard not later than
4:30 p.m. on the day before the hearing. The fee is $30.00 for civil proceedings lasting under one
hour, and $239.00 per half day of proceedings lasting more than one hour. (Local Rule 1.12(B)
and Government Code § 68086.) Payment is due at the time of the hearing.

Background

Via order dated July 20, 2015, the Court granted Respondents’ motion for judgment on
the pleadings as to the first cause of action without leave to amend, on the grounds that it did not



state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action. This cause of action was for declaratory and
injunctive relief on the basis that SB 819 was a tax and its passage violated article XIII A,
section 3, subdivision (a) of the California Constitution because it was not passed by two-thirds
of all members of each house of the Legislature. Article XIII A, section 3, subdivision (a)
provides,

“Any change in state statute which results in any taxpayer paying a higher tax
must be imposed by an act passed by not less than two-thirds of all members
elected to each of the two houses of the Legislature, except that no new ad
valorem taxes on real property, or sales or transaction taxes on the sales of real
property may be imposed.”

In their motion for judgment on the pleadings, Respondents successfully argued that SB
819 did not result in anyone paying a higher tax. This was because, prior to the enactment of SB
819, firearms purchasers paid a DROS fee of $19.00, which fee remained the same after the
passage of SB 819. The language of Article XIII A, section 3, subdivision (a) was only
concerned with the taxpayer paying a higher tax, and not with how the tax was being used,
consequently the failure of SB 819 to raise the DROS fee amount was fatal to Petitioners’
claims.

Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 473(a)(1),

“The court may, in furtherance of justice, and on any terms as may be proper,
allow a party to amend any pleading or proceeding by adding or striking out the
name of any party, or by correcting a mistake in the name of a party, or a mistake
in any other respect; and may, upon like terms, enlarge the time for answer or
demurrer. The court may likewise, in its discretion, after notice to the adverse
party, allow, upon any terms as may be just, an amendment to any pleading or
proceeding in other particulars; and may upon like terms allow an answer to be
made after the time limited by this code.”

Generally the Court should allow amendments to operative pleadings. (Mesler v. Bragg
Mgmt. Co. (1985) 39 Cal.3d 290, 296.) Even in cases of delay in moving to amend, it is “an
abuse of discretion to deny leave to amend where the opposing party was not misled or
prejudiced by the amendment.” (Kittredge Sports Co. v. Superior Court (1989) 213 Cal.App.3d
1045, 1048.) In fact, it is “a rare case in which denial of leave to amend can be justified.”
(Howard v. County of San Diego (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 1422, 1428.)

In the instant motion for leave to file first amended complaint, Petitioners seek to
substitute Betty Yee as State Controller in place of John Chiang as a Defendant/Respondent.
Petitioners also seek to add an alternative theory to their sixth cause of action, and plead new
seventh, eighth, ninth, and tenth causes of action. (Declaration of Scott M. Franklin, Exhibit 5.)
Petitioners’ allegations via the new causes of action can be summarized as follows:

7. Declaratory and injunctive relief, violation of California Constitution article
XI1IL, sec. 1(b) — By expanding the activities for which DROS Fee revenues can be



used, SB 819 creates a property tax which must be assessed in proportion to the
value of the property being taxed per article XIII, section 1(b) of the California
Constitution. DOJ has never evaluated whether SB 819 is assessed in proportion
to the value of the property being taxed, and the amount charged is not
proportional, which violates article XIII, section 1(b).

8. Declaratory and injunctive relief, violation of California Constitution article
XIIL, sec. 2 — The DROS Fee revenue use expansion caused by SB 819 creates a
tax, which requires a two-thirds vote of the legislature as a differential tax
pursuant to article XIII, section 2 of the California Constitution. SB 819 was not
enacted by a two-thirds vote, and consequently violates article XIII, section 2.

9. Declaratory and injunctive relief, violation of California Constitution article
XIIL, sec. 3 — The DROS Fee revenue use expansion caused by SB 819 creates a
tax. “Household furnishings and personal effects not held or used in connection
with a trade profession, or business” are exempt from property taxation under
article XIII, section 3(m) of the California Constitution, and consequently
firearms purchased for personal use must be exempt from the SB 819 property
tax. As SB 819 violates article XIII, section 3(m), it is void and unenforceable.

10. Declaratory and injunctive relief, scope of the “possession provision” -DQOJ
contends that SB 819 allows it to use DROS fee revenue to recoup costs not
limited to APPS-based law enforcement activities. DOJ’s use of the DROS fee
revenues in this expansive manner is a violation of SB 819.

Respondents oppose the motion for leave to amend on the basis that it is untimely and
that granting the motion will prejudice the DOJ defendants.

Discussion
Timeliness

In dismissing the first cause of action, the Court did not make findings concerning any
constitutional provisions other than article XIII A, section 3, subdivision (a). The entirety of the
parties’ arguments in connection with the motion for judgment on the pleadings focused on
article XIII A, section 3, subdivision (a). Now, in opposing the motion for leave to amend,
Respondents contend that the Court’s order on the motion for Jjudgment on the pleadings applied
to all theories that SB 819 is an illegal tax. Consequently, Respondents contend, if Petitioners
wanted to assert alternate constitutional violation allegations, they needed to show that they
could properly do so as part of their opposition to the motion for judgment on the pleadings. This
is incorrect.

The Court’s order only denied leave to amend as to an allegation that SB 819 violates
article XIII A, section 3, subdivision (a). This motion is not an attempt to cure the deficiencies of
the first cause of action (and alternate theory of the second cause of action) but instead is a
motion to amend in order to plead new theories of constitutional violation.



Respondents’ argument that the motion is untimely is misplaced.’

Prejudice

Respondents also argue this litigation has already been through several iterations (starting
in a separate matter in federal court that is now on appeal) and allowing amendment at this point
would make it “highly unlikely this case will be resolved any time soon.”

Any time a petition is amended it is likely to result in a delay of the resolution of a
matter. However, Respondents have failed to cite to specific prejudice they will incur as a result
of the amendment other than additional discovery and that “there would be no end in sight.”
(Opposition, p. 9.) Respondents do not cite to any case holding that amending a complaint two
years after initiating a matter, and five months after the granting of a motion for judgment on the
pleadings, is, by itself, sufficient prejudice to deny leave to amend.

Conclusion

The motion for leave to amend and file a first amended complaint is GRANTED.
However, the Court will not deem the proffered first amended complaint as having been filed as
of the date of this order. The proposed amended complaint improperly still contains the first
cause of action and first alternate theory in the second cause of action, both of which were
removed from the Petition/Complaint, without leave to amend, via order dated July 20, 2015.
Although Petitioners have made reference to this fact via footnotes “11” and “12” this
improperly leaves material which has been effectively stricken from the Petition/Complaint,
resulting in a confusing operative pleading. Petitioner is ordered to remove the First Cause of
Action and first alternate theory from the Second Cause of Action, and properly revise the
Complaint.

Petitioners shall file the amended Petition/Complaint within 30 days of the date of this
order. Respondents shall file an answer within 30 days of the filing of the Amended Petition.

i .

In the event that this tentative ruling becomes the final ruling of the Court, in accordance
with Local Rule 1.06, counsel for Petitioners is directed to prepare an order granting the motion
and ordering an amended Complaint to be filed, and incorporating this ruling as an exhibit to the
order; submit them to counsel for Respondents for approval as to form in accordance with Rule
of Court 3.1312(a); and thereafter submit them to the Court for signature and entry in accordance
with Rule of Court 3.1312(b).

! Respondents do not argue that the proposed causes of action fail to state a claim; consequently, the Court does not
address this issue.
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KAMALA D. HARRIS
Attorney General of California
STEPAN A, HAYTAYAN
Supervising Deputy Attorney General
ANTHONY R. HAKL, State Bar No. 197335
Deputy Attorney General

1300 I Street, Suite 125

P.O. Box 944255

Sacramento, CA 94244-2550

Telephone: (916) 322-9041

Fax: (916) 324-8835

E-mail: Anthony.Hakl@doj.ca.gov

| Attorneys for Defendants and Respondents

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
o COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

DAVID GENTRY, JAMES PARKER,
MARK MID LAM, JAMES BASS, and
CALGUNS SHOOTING SPORTS
ASSOCIATION,

Plaintiffs and Petitioners,

V.

KAMALA HARRIS, in Her Official
Capacity as Attorney General for the State

- of California; STEPHEN LINDLEY, in His

Official Capacity as Acting Chief for the
California Department of Justice, JOHN
CHIANG, in his official capacity as State
Controller, and DOES 1-10,

Defendants and Respondents.

Case No. 34-2013-80001667

DEFENDANTS ATTORNEY GENERAL
KAMALA HARRIS AND BUREAU OF
FIREARMS CHIEF STEPHEN
LINDLEY’S AMENDED RESPONSES
TO REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS
(SET ONE)

SET NUMBER: ONE

- PROPOUNDING PARTY: PLAINTIFFS
RESPONDING PARTY: DEFENDANTS ATTORNEY GENERAL KAMALA
HARRIS AND BUREAU OF FIREARMS CHIEF -
STEPHEN LINDLEY

1

Defendants Attorney General Kamala Harris and Bureau of Firearms Chief Stephen Lindley’s
Amended Responses to Requests for Admissions (Set One) (34-2013-80001667)
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is compound. The request also requires referring to other documents in order to respond. The use
of the phrases “review” and “analysis” here are vague and ambiguous.

Without waiving this objection, defendants respond as follows:

Admitted.
REOUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 82:

Admit that, in 2010, CAL DOJ created a document that utilized specific cost data in
evaluating whether $19.00 was appropriate for the DROS FEE.
RESPONSE TO REOUEST FOR ADMISSION NO, 82:

Defendants object to this request. The use of the phrase “specific cost data” here is vague
and ambiguous. Without waiving this objection, defendants respond as follows:

Admitted.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 83: ,
Admit that it is the position of CAL DOJ that law-abiding citizens who participate in the
DROS PROCESS place an unusual burden on the general public as to the illegal possession of

firearms.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 83:

Defendants object to this request. It is irrelevant, defendants having admitted that the use
of DROS funds does not operate as a tax, The request is also an improper use of the request for
admission procedure. The purpose of that procedure is to éxpedite trials and to eliminate the need

for proof when matters are not legitimately contested. (Cembrook v. Superior Court (1961) 56

' Cal.2d 423, 429; see also Stull v. Sparrow (2001) 92 Cal. App.4th 860, 864.) In the event the legal

issue implicated by this request becomes relevant, defendants will contest the issue at trial. The
request for admission device is not intended to provide a windfall to litigants in granting a
substantive victory in the case by deeming material issues admitﬁed. St. Mary v. Superior Court
(2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 762, 783-784. Section 2033 is “calculated to compel admissions as to all
things that cannot reasonably be controverted” not to provide “ gotcha,” after-the-fact penalties for
pressing issues that were legitimately contested. (Haseltine v. Haseltine ( 1962) 203 Cal.App.2d
48, 61; see also Elston v. City of Turlock (1985)334 8 Cal.3d 227, 235 [“Although the admissions

Defendants Attorney General Kamala Harris and Bureau of Firearms Chief Stephen Lindley’s
Amended Responses to Requests for Admissions (Set One) (34-2013-80001667)
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PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I, Laura L. Quesada, am employed in the City of Long Beach, 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 180 East Ocean Blvd., Suite 200, Long Beach, CA 90802.

On January 22, 2016, the foregoing document(s) described as

DECLARATION OF SCOTT M. FRANKLIN IN SUPPORT OF RENEWED MOTION
TO COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES TO FORM INTERROGATORIES, SET ONE,
PROPOUNDED ON DEFENDANTS KAMALA HARRIS AND STEPHEN LINDLEY

on the interested parties in this action by placing
[ ] the original
[X] a true and correct copy
thereof enclosed in sealed envelope(s) addressed as follows:

Kamala D. Harris, Attorney General of California
Office of the Attorney General

Anthony Hakl, Deputy Attorney General

1300 I Street, Suite 1101

Sacramento, CA 95814

X (BYMAIL) As follows: Iam "readily familiar" with the firm's practice of collection and
processing correspondence for mailing. Under the practice it would be deposited with the
U.S. Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Long Beach,
California, in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party
served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date is more than one day after
date of deposit for mailing an affidavit.
Executed on January 22, 2016, at Long Beach, California.

X (VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL) As follows: I served a true and correct copy by electronic
transmission. Said transmission was reported and completed without error.
Executed on January 22, 2016, at Long Beach, California.

(PERSONAL SERVICE) I caused such envelope to delivered by hand to the offices of the
addressee.
Executed on January 22, 2016, at Long Beach, California.

X (STATE) I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that
the foregoing is true and correct.

(EEDERAL) I declare that I am employed in the office ¢ empber of the bar of this

court at whose direction the service was made. ’7
(L
€

LAURA]

»
AP

iv

DEC. OF SMF ISO OF RENEWED MOT. TO COMPEL FUR. RESP. TO RFA (SET ONE)




