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C D. Michel - S.B.N 144258̂  
Scott M. Franklin - S.B.N. 240254 
MICHEL & ASSOCIATES, P C. 
180 E. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 200 
Long Beacli, CA 90802 
Telephone: (562) 216-4444: 
Facsimile: (562) 216-4445 
Email :• cmkMtSJii^^ 

Attomiiev for Plaintiffs/Petilidners 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORIIIA 

FOR THE COijNTY OF SACRAMENTO 

DAVID GENTRY, JAMES PARKER^ 
MARK MIDLAM, JAMES BASS, and 
GALGUNS SHOOTING SPORTS 
AS:50C|ATI0N, 

plaintiffs and:Petilioners, 

vs. 

KAMALA HARRIS, in Her Official 
Capacity a.s Altorhey General fdr the State 
of California- STEPHEN LINDLEY, in His 
Official Capacity as Acting Chief for the 
Galifomia Department of Justice; BETTY 
YEE, in her official capacity as State 
Controller for the State of Caiifornia, and 
DOES irid. 

Defendants and Respohdchts. 

:GASE:NO.: 34-2013-80001667 

SEPARATE STATEMENT IN SUPPORT 
OF MOTION FOR ADJUDICATION OF 
PLAINTIFFS' FIFTH AND NINTH 
CAUSES OF ACTION PUIISUANT TO 
THE BIFURCATION ORDER OF 
NOVEMBER 4, 2016 

Date: 
Time: 
Dept.: 
judge; 
Action filed: 

August 4, 2017 
9i00a.m. 

Hon Michael P. 
10/16/13 

No. UNDISPUTED FACT EVIDENCE 

1 Tp purchase a ftreiura in California, 
quaJified individuals must pay a 
transaction fee known as a Dealer 
Record of Sale ("DROS") fee ("Fee"); 

OENT002 

2 The California D^partihent of Justice 
(the "Department") perform.s; extensive 
"background checks" of all: applicants 
seeking tp purchase firearms. 

GEISIT002 

1 
SEP. STATEMENT ISO MOT/FOR ADJ. RE: p.'S 5TH & 9TII CAUSE OF ACTION 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

3- The priiiiary piiqppse ot the "DROS 
Process" is to einisur̂  
seeking to purchase firearms in 
Caliibrnia are not legally prohibited 
from possessing them. 

GENT002 

•4 The Fee was $2:25 in 1982 when it was 
siatutorily Created to cover the costs of 
background checks. 

AGIC6d7 

5 In 1990, the amount of the DRQS Fee 
was $4.25. 

GENT003, AGIC007 

6 In 1995, the legislature capped the 
DROS Fee at $ 14.00, subject fo 
Consurrier Pritie Index adjustment. 

GENtO03 

'1. In 2004, the Department increased the 
the DROS fee from S14 to $ 19 for the 
first handgun or any number of 
riiries or shotguns in a single 
transaction. 

GENT003 

8 Seetipn 28225 provides the riileS for 
how the Fee shpuld be set, i;e;; that the 
fee "shall be no more thanris neqessary 
to fund the following:" eleven classes 
of costs, based on what the Department 
determined to be "actual" or "estiinaled 
reasonable" costs to pay for the ele ven 
costs classes identified. 

;,PenalCddc I 28225 

9 Penal Code secfipn 28225 places a duty 
on the Department to cpnsider whkher 
the ampunt currently being/charged for: 
the DROS fee is excessive, and the 
Department; the Department adnuts It 
canhpt legal iy increase the DROS fee 
to an amount the Department believes 
to be greater than necessary to furtd the 
costs referred to iri Penal Code section 
28225; 

GENT009-10; GENT034; 
AGRFP000399 

10 The Department deposits DROS fee 
monies in the "Dealers' Record of Stde 
Special Account of the General 
Fund" ("DROS Fund"). 

GENtd04 

11 Revenue from rriultiple fees is pooled 
in the DROS Fund. 

GENT05I-52 
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1.2 Because of that pooling, however, jr is 
irappssible to trace if ihbneypaid in via 
a particular fee is aclually used for 
dpsts related to that particular cost. Fpr : 
example, i t is imppssible to determine 
if a cost listed in Penal Code Section 
28225; is funded from I5R0S fee funds, 
money from a mix of fee sources, or 
from fee sources exclusive of the 
DROS fee. 

GENT035-36; GENT051-952 

13 The Departmefit has claimed herein 
that It is "unable to admit or deny" 
whether DROS fee money constitutes a 

GENT035 

ccnaiii pcrcenidge Ul ine niQuey in me 
DfiOS Sixcial Accpuriti 

14 Internal Department documents ihfe 
Department was ordered to produce 
herein show that DROS fee funds are 
the primary sdurde of money goitig iniP 
the pROS Special Account.. 

AG1C632 

15 TTie lJepartment contends that Per 
Transaction Cost (i.c;, the average cost 
of performing a given transaction, 

- including a propdrtional share of 
overhead costs) of the DROS process: is 
currently at least S19,00, 

GENTOl 1 

16 The pepartrnent has npt provided any 
basis, however, for that claim. In fact, 
the Department originally claimed tfiat 
it would produce:a current per 
transaction costj but after two year.s. of 
requests from Plaintiffs herein, the 
Department repudiated its promise 
during a meeting in chambers.: 

Franklin peel. 130 

17 It was only after years of discovery in; 
this action that the Department finally 
admitted that it does nbt actually 
consider any of the specific costs listed 
in Penal Code section 28225 when 
evaluating how much should be 
Charged for the DROS Fee. 

GENT080-81; GENT l id-I l l 
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18 The process u.sed by the Departmeiit 
for at ieast the last thirteen years (the 
"Macro Review Process") consists of 
the folldWing; decasionally* t\vd people 
in the Pepartment look at (1) how 
much money is in tlie DROS Fund, (2) 
then they estimate the total amount pf 
money going into and:coming out of 
the.DROS Fund in the next year, and 
:(3) as long as the DROS Fund will stay 
ih the black and will have a surplus to 
cover up to one year's worth of 
operating expenses, the Fee will not be 
increased; 

AGIC0D7-I2; GENT033-34; 
<GENT657; GENT079^80; 
GENtd87; GENTiOS; GENTI10-
111 

19 The: Department does not have protocol 
for deierihiriing when it .should 
exarriine if the ampnnt currently being 
charged for the PROS Fee is excessive; 

GENT0 j 0; GEMT139; GENT078; 
GENT083 

20 As to the eleven cost classes referred to 
in section 28225(b):: (1) the 
pepartnierit is unaware of the amount 
spent yeariy for eight;of those 
categpnes, one of Avhich is the 
particularly relevant class stated in 
section 28225( 11) (and four of this 
group concern costs the Department 
has; not been requested io pay since at 
least 2004), (2) the Department has 
identified: tvi-P categories diat dte 
funded from a source other than the 
DROS Special Account, and (3) one is 
khdwh; the ^mpunt spent for electronic 
information transfer (.83 to 3.53 as of 
2d_,). 

GENtOI 2-23; GENT04347 

21 The Department has pt̂ eyiously paid 
Verizon ifor costs related to eleclronic-
Informatipn transfer. 

GENT045 

22" the Depanment cannot even prpvide 
the total amount:of section 28225 costs 
for any year since 2002. 

GENT060A 

-23: The Department, claims its process 
does contemplate the Fee being 
reduced. 

1GENT081-83 

24 The DROS Fee has never been 
Idw êred. 

AGIC007; 11 CCR § 4001 
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25 \ Between 2005 arid 2011̂  the surplus in 
the DROS Special Account slowly 
grew to over $14 millibn. 

(GENTI 24; AGJCd07 

26: It was only when the Department got 
pressure from the legislature about the 
•size of the surplus thatthe Department 
instituted a ailemaicing to reduce the 

:Fee 

GENT084-85; GENTI 31,134. 

27 The Depâ rirnent abaridoned the 2010 
rulemaking in secret in October 2011, 
about two years after David Harper 
sent his September 9, 20d9, letter to 
then assembly Nielsen. 

GENTP31; GENT 132-34 

28 The ambunt of the Fee was nipst 
recently increa.sed in 2005 via an 
emergency ralemaking;("2005 
Rulemaking") iriterided to resolve an 
anticipated negative bdance in the 
DROS Fund. 

11 CCR § 4001 (emergency 
regulation permanently instituted on 
March i , 2005);AGRFPd()d391-396 

29 At the linie, the Departiuent stated that 
2()05 increase was "only up to a level 
to cover actuid cPsLs as specified in 
statute." 

AGRFP000391-396 

3d' The Department concedes that the cost 
of APPS Avas not a cost cbhsidered iii 
the calculation to raise the Fee. 

GENTOJ1 

31 The Department claims that it "created 
a writteri dpciimerit: that utilized 
specific eo.st data to provide.an 
expianatibri as to why a $19.00 . ; . 
FEE wa.s appropriate[;]" but the 
Department refuses to produce such 
material, claiming it is privileged. 

GENT027; GENT064-63 

32: pocumenis ordered pfpduced by this 
Court pver the Department's 
objections, however, show that the 
Macro Review Process vvas used in the 
2005 Rulemaicing. 

AGlCd07-19; AGIC048; AG1C022-
36-GENT026-2 -̂̂ GENT033: 

33 The Departmerit's own intemal audit 
recommended cost cutting as an 
element of a solution td the DROS 
Fund deficit. 

AG1C011-12;AG1C034 
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34. The Department chose to not adopt a 
cost cutt ing recbmmendatiph as a way 
dealowiih the low hinds in the DROS; 
Furidv and instead raised the Fee as thfe 
only rneasure tb address the deficit. 

11 G:F;Rr§ 4d0l; ^ AGlGOdll 

:35 Puring the summerpf.2009 then-
Assemblynian Jim Nielsen cpntactcd 
the Department ahput the unchecked 
growt h of the pROJJ Fund' surplus, 
: w*hich was over $8 million at the time 

GENTI 31 

36' As bf September 2,2009; the 
Department knew the then $10.5 
million dollar surplus in the pROS 
Special Account vvas nipre than 
necessary. 

GENTOl 

37 Ih resporise to the assembiymari's 
inquiry, the pepartraent stated that it 
was "currently exploring numerous 
adhiinistrative and statiitoi'y options to. 
reduce the surplus[, arid that "[s ] hpii 1 d 
[the Department] deciiie to pursue 
statutory chahges tb reduced the 

; suip]us[; the Department Would] 
"welcome an opportunity to meet with 
(the assemblymaril to discuss the 
specifics of any proposal." 

GENTI 31 

• W As a resuli of the pressure from the 
legislature, pri July 9,2010^ the 
Department formally commenced 
rulemaking (the "2010 Rulemaking") 
regarding the ppssibility of reducing 
the amount charged for the Fee from 
:$19;ddto$14.6o: 

;GENf84-86: 

39. The 2010 Rulemaking was initiated 
wiiiie the Department was headed by 
Attorriey General Jerry Brown. 

GENTdOS 

40 The Departrrtent stated the purpbse df 
the 20ld:Rulemaking was to make the 
aitipuht of the Fee 'cominertsurate with 
the actual costs of processing a DROS 
[application]:." 

AGRFPppp04849 
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41 The Department did not actually 
perform an analysis to determine that 
the proposed $14 00 DROS Fee would 
be ""cornmensurate with the actti^ 
cbsts of processing a DROS : 
[appi ication;]" instead J it performed 
only the Macro Review Process, which 
neCes.sarily did not includ "a specific, 
more detailed analysisl.]" 

GENT56r57; GENTI09-11; 
AGRGPq00d48 

42. Defendant Lindley admitted the 2dld 
Rulemakirig ŵas based on a 
determination that the surplus in the 
DROS Fund was "excessivef,]" and 
that, with the "$19 f6e structure . . . 
there, was a surplus at tiie end of every 
• fiscal year[.]" Siiniiarly,:he said "at tiiat 
PQinf the $19 wasirnbre than what was; 
needed." 

GETS1T083; GENT091; GENT ! 32. 
134; AGRGP000048-49: 

.43. ' " The Pepartment claimed (1) that it 
never made even a preliminary 
determination that $19 was excessive, 
and that (2) at the: coriclusion ofthe 
2010 Rulemaking, the Department was 
of the opinion that the total ampunt 
collected as a result ofthe $ 19.00 fee 
was reaspnably related to the: tpta.1 
amount of costs referred to in section 
28225 that were, being Incurred by the 
pepartment at the time, 

GENT lb; GEI^T625-bENtOSO; 
AGRGP000048-49 

44 1 As tb the 2010 Ruleinaitirig, the 
Department held a public hearing, and 
even created a fimil statement; pf 
reasons. 

AGRFPOdOOi 66-174 

NotVvithstanding that the Departinerit 
had basicdly corapicied the 2010 . 
Rulemaking, the pepartment sat on the 
rulemaking until SB 819 passed, and 

: then tile rulemaking was abandoned in 
favor of SB 819. without any 
explanation tp the pubiic. 

AGRFPOdO 174; GENT03d-31; 
dENTdSO; GENTd54-55; GENTr20 

46̂  When Pefendant Lindley was a.sked in 
a depoisitiPn.in a different lawsuit why 
tiie rulemaking was abandoned, he said 
it was because iall of the public 
comment was agairist it. 

GENT 101 
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47 The Calgun.s Foundation not only 
statbd that it supported a fee reduction, 
but tiiat it supported an; even greater fee 
reduction than the 2010 Rulerriakirig 
proposed. 

AGRFP00176 

48 When deposed ih this matter, however̂  
Deferidant Lindley adrhitted that it was 
abandoned in favdrpf SB 819. 

GENTd90A 

49 when Defendant Lindley was asked at 
depositibri who made the decision to 
abandon the 201 d rulemaking, he 
indicated the decision had been made 
by then Attomey General kamala 
Harris; 

OENT088-90; GENT092 

5d Pefendant Lindley stated in a discovery 
re.sporise that he inade the decision to 
abandpri the riilemaking; 

GENTd55 

51 The initial statement of reasons for thê  
201 d Ru leraaking Uteral ly Says the 
purposes of the propo,sed fee reductipn 
to "S14, commensurate'With the actual 
cdst bf processing a DROS[,]" 

AGRFp6d0419 

:52,- Defendants herein admitted; during 
discovery that the Department initiated 
the 2010 Rulemaking to reduce the 
amount of the Fee from S19 to S14 

GENTd29 

:53 Defendarit Li nd ley cl ai ms he does not 
"think there was an intent to lower it to 

:$r4." 

GENT067-68 

By \vinter 2dlO/2dl 1, the DROS Fund 
surplus was over $14 million. 

GENT124 

55 In January 2011, newly elected 
Governor Jerry Brown released his 
proposed budget, which included 
alrttdst $62.mi!lion in cuts, over two 
years, to the Department's Pivision of' 
Lavy Ehforcemerit.: 

GENT 1:35-136 

•56;: In August 2011, the legislature e;iiacted 
the Caiifornia state budget for ;2011-2, 
which incliided a $71.5 ritillibri dpUar 
reduction in ithe Division of Law 
Enforcement' .s budge over two years; 

GEN: r 137-38 
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57 The intent behind the $71.5 mil lion, cut 
to the Division of Law Enforcement's: 
budget was to "[e]liminate Qenerai 
Fiirid from the Pivision of Law 
Enfprceihent[;]" previously, the 
General Fund was used to pay for the 
Pivision of Law Enforcement's APPS-
based law: enfprcenient ^ctiyities, 
among other thirigs,, 

GENTOl 1; GENT40; GENT96-98; 
GENT 137-38 

•58.. , Shortly after Kamala Harris became 
Gal i fprn i a's Attbrney General, the 
Departmerit; acting pn her specific 
instruction, brought proposed 
regislatipn to Senatbr Mark Leno that 
ultimately became Senate 6ill 81.9 
:(Ixrio,5011). 

GENT154A 

;59 The first substantive version of SB 
819i introduced March 21, 2di:;L :ciid 
ridthing other thari additioh the w'Prd 
"pbssessiori" to two passages in section 
•28225; 

GENT 144-146: 

60 In the bjpinibri of a Department attprfiey 
w'ho was; involved in the drafting of SB : 
819, "as t he sponsor 1 think I can say-
that we felt that it [i.e;, adding Pnly the 
word "possession"] was a sufficient; 

. clarification bf exiisting; law.'-

GENTil4-15; GENTI 19; 
GENT 1.21-22, 

&1 On April 14,2;dH, Senator Lend 
introduced a new, and what wa.s 
uitimately the final, version bf SB 819. 

GENT 147-53 

62 The April I4. :2dl l , version of SB 819 
included a new section, and 
specirrcally the subsectibn liriiitirig SB: 
819 to providing a funding source for 
APPS-based law enforcernerit 
actiyities;; Section 1 (g). 

GEN:ri47-50 

63 Senator Leno's"Q&A" packet for SB 
189 expressly stated that he "added 
declaraiidiis arid findings tb make it 
clear that [SB 819 wajs intended to 
addiiess the APPS enforceriient issue." 

GENT 125-27 
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64 A pareriihdiCal ribte in the "Q&A" 
packest also shows that the Department; 
was involved in the revision Pf SB 819 
when itthe new SectiPn 1; was added; 

•'GENTI 25̂ 27 

65; APPS is a sy.stem that crpss-references 
( i ) firearm purchaser background 
check records arid (2) criminal or other 
records that indicate if an individuai is 
prohibited from posscssLrigifirearms: 

GENTid2-03:AGICOd5d 

66 If the systetn produces a "hit'' tliiat is 
later verified by liuman analysis, it 
provides.a basis for law enforcement to 
bdntact the persori identified tb 
determine that person is illegally 
possessing a firearm.. 

GENT102-03: 

;67 : Senator Lend and the pepartnient 
worked together extensively in 
prdrinotirig SB 8 J 9. 

':GENT154A; 

68: While discussing SB 8i9 with the 
legislature arid the public, Senator 
Lendi arid the Departmerit bpth made it 
very clear that SB 819 only applied to 
funding for APPS-based law 
,enforcement activities; 

GENTI04; GENT 125-127; 
GENT 147̂  150 

69 Further,; when the Department and 
Senator Leno were pushed on why SB 
81proposed statutory change was 
iimited tp one wordT-̂ the addition of 
the word "possessiori" to secfion, 
28525-—the re-sponse was clear: SB 
819's non-codified provisions provide 
the needed context tb understand what 
"possession" would mean in section 
28225 if:SB 819 was enacted. 

GENT 125-27̂  
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70: In 2011, the Legislature passed SB 819, 
which added the word "possession" to 
Section 28i225, with the foi levying 
uncodified intent language: "it is the 
intent df the Legislature in enacting 
this measure to allow the DOJ to utilize 
the Dealer Record of Sale Accdurit for 
the additional, //mrVcprf purpose; of 
funding enforcement of the Armed 
Prohibited Persons Sysiemi'-

GENT 151-53; 

71 Sinee 1999, the Department has been 
using, the DROS Fund to pay for 
attorriey services in over 50 cases. 

GENT073-74 

72. In fiscal year 2013/2014, $ 181,486.29 
of PROS Fund money was spent;on 
attdrneys. 

GEN.T59-6P 

The.total cpsts prattorney serviCe,s paid 
for out of the DROS Fund is in the 
millions. 

: GENT075: 

;74- Î ive positipns within thePepartment, 
but outside the Bureau, were being 
funded from the DROS Fiirid. 

AGICpIO 

:.75': The State's auditor stated the DROS 
: Fund was a"dijbibus funding sdurce 
for these [five abbvementibned] 
po.sitipns. While they may somewhat 
contribute td the goals of the DROS 
program, ari overwhelmirig niajprity of 
their time is spent on non-pROS 
workload:" 

AGlCOld; 

•76: And once SB 819 became law, the 
Department started to use the PROS 
Fund not bnjy tp fund APPS-based law 
enforcement act ivesi it also used 
PROS Fund mdiiey to pay for APPS 
itself (e.g., generating the APPS list). 

AGRFP0017;;GENfT04l 
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77 Once SB 819 became law, the 
Department started to use the DROS 
Fund for investigations of people whp 
were /jof on the APPS list; The 
Departirieni clainii* SB 819 authorized 
DROS Fijnd money to l>e spent on law 
enforcement activities related to 
reriidving fiitairms from the possessiort 
of prphibiled persons, whereas 
[Plaintiffs contend:SB 819 i.s expressly 
limited to fundirig APPS-ba.sed law 
erifprceinent activities. 

GE.NIT069-71; GENT077 (See also 
the First Amended Complaint and 
Answer to, the First Amended 
Complaint.) 

78. Prior to SB 819, APPS and APPS-
based law enforcement activities were 
funded out df the General Fund 

GENt40; GElsiTOl 1; GEiS[Td76i 
GENT095-96; GENT098-99 

79 ' The list of costs funded froni the 
pROS Fiirid but not refeired tp:in 
seetipn 28225 also:incli4des the cost of 
legislative analysis dorie by the 
department̂  

GENT076 

;8b: The list of costs funded from the 
DROS Fund but not refeited lo in 
section 28225 also includes; the cost of 
certain high-level Bureau executives' 
entire,salaries. 

AGROcjdodoie 

81 The Bureau does not just perform the 
DROS PrPcess (jmd the extent relevant; 
APPS-based law enfprcement);;it 
administers over thirty state mandated 
programs. 

GENT139-143 

82: Approx irriately 25% pf Pefendant 
Lindley's time £is chief of the Bureau 
vvas ispent working on matters related 
to APPS. 

GENT074A. 

83 The Department does not separately 
>eeoivd expenses for non-APP 
law enforcement acti v ities; and APPS-
based law enforcement activities. 

GENTd77 

84 Apprpximately 5% ofthe "APPS 
Ga.ses" handled by the Department 
concern individuals riot identified via 
APPS. 

GENTd71-72 
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85 Based on the Department's own data 
arid e-stirifiatipri, -and assuming,both 
kinds of enforcement activities take the 
same time, the ariiourit;spent ori ribn-
APPS-based law enforcement actiyities 
by the Department is: somewhere; 
between $131,272; 16 to 262,859̂ 04 
(the total yeiirly salary fpr 
approximately 2.84 special agents)—-
depending on pay grade—not to 
inentidn pyertime arid:siippprt stiff 
(e.g., non-sworn criminal identification; 
specialists); 

GENTI 54; GENT 156 

86 Support staff do a large; ambunt of 
investigatory Work pribr to special 
agents going into the field to contact 
peoplfe who may be armed but legal iy 
prdiiibited frorii possessing fireilrms^ 

GENTlOd: 

Dated: Jiirie 13, 2017 MICHEL & ASSOGIATF^, P.C. 

5C<)tt M; Franklin 
Attorneys fdr tiie Piairitiffs/PetitiPriers 

13 
SEP. STATElVffiNT ISO MOT. FOR ADJ. RE: P.'S STH & ^^^^ 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

STAT^ OF CALIFORNL\ 
COUNTY OF LQS ANGELES 

I , Laura Palmerin, am employed m the City of Leng Beach, Los Angeles County, 
Califomia. I am over the age eighteen (18) years and am not a party to the within action. My 
busmess address is 180 East Ocean Boulevard, Suite 200, Long Beach, Califomia 90802. 

On Jime 13,2017,1 served the foregoing document(s) described as 

SEPARATE STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR ADJUDICATION OF 
PLAINTIFFS' FIFTH AND NINTH CAUSES OF ACTION PURSUANT TO THE 

BIFURCATION ORDER OF NOVEMBER 4,2016 

on the interested parties in this action by placing 
[ ] the original 
[X] a true and correct copy 

thereof by the followmg means, addressed as follows: 

Office of the Attomey General 
Anthony Hakl, Deputy Attomey General 
1300 ISt-eet, Suite 1101 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Anthony .Hakl@doj .ca. gov 

X (BY OVERNIGHT MAIL) As follows: I am "readily familiar" with the fum's practice of 
collection and processing correspondence for ovemight 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 ordmary course of business. Such envelope was sealed 
and placed for collection and delivery by UPS/FED-EX with delivery fees paid or 
provided for m accordance v^th ordinary business practices. 
Executed on June 13,2017, at Long Beach, Califomia. 

fBY ELECTRONIC MAIL) As follows: I served a true and correct copy by electronic 
transmission. Said transmission was reported and completed without error. 
Executed on June 13,2017, at Long Beach, Califomia. 

(STATE) I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Califomia that 
the foregoing is tme and correct. 

PALMERIN 

PROOF OF SERVICE 


