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mcubeiro@michellawyers.com
MICHEL & ASSOCIATES, P.C.
180 East Ocean Boulevard, Suite 200
Long Beach, CA 90802

Telephone: 562-216-4444
Facsimile: 562-216-4445

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
SOUTHERN DIVISION

STEVEN RUPP, et al., Case No.: 8:17-cv-00746-JLS-JDE
Plaintiffs, EXHIBITS9-11 TO
DECLARATION OF SEAN A.
VS. BRADY IN SUPPORT OF
PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR
XAVIER BECERRA, in his official SUMMARY JUDGMENT
capacity as Attorney General of the
State of California, Hearing Date: May 31, 2019
Hearing Time: 10:30 a.m.
Defendant. Courtroom: 10A
Judge: Josephine L. Staton

[Filed concurrently with Notice of
Motion for Summary Judgment,
Memorandum of Points and Authorities,
Statement of Uncontroverted Facts and
Conclusions of Law, Request for
Judicial Notice, Declarations of Steven
Rupp, Steven Dember, Cheryl Johnson,
Christopher Seifert, Alfonso Valencia,
Troy Willis, Michael Jones, Dennis
Martin, and Richard Travis]
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DECLARATION OF SEAN A. BRADY
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XAVIER BECERRA
Attorney General of California
MARK R. BECKINGTON
Supervising Deputy Attorney General
PETER H. CHANG
Deputy Attorney General
State Bar No. 241467
455 Golden Gate Avenue, Suite 11000
San Francisco, CA 94102-7004
Telephone: (415) 703-5939
Fax: .3415) 703-1234 _
E-mail: Peter.Chang@doj.ca.gov
Attorneys for Defendant Xavier Becerra

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
SOUTHERN DIVISION

STEVEN RUPP; STEVEN 8:17-cv-00746-JLS-JDE
DEMBER; CHERYL JOHNSON;

MICHAEL JONES; CHRISTOPHER | DEFENDANT’S RESPONSE TO
SEIFERT; ALFONSO VALENCIA; |PLAINTIFF CHRISTOPHER
TROY WILLIS; and CALIFORNIA | SEIFERT’S FIRST SET OF
RIFLE & PISTOL ASSOCIATION, |INTERROGATORIES
INCORPORATED,

Plaintiffs,

V.

XAVIER BECERRA, in his official
capacity as Attorney General of the
State of California; and DOES 1-10,

Defendants.

Propounding Party: Christopher Seifert
Responding Parties: Defendant Xavier Becerra

SET No.: One
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Defendant Attorney General Xavier Becerra (Defendant) responds and objects I

to the First Set of Interrogatories of Plaintiff Christopher Seifert (Plaintiff) as

follows:

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

Defendant has not yet completed the investigation of the facts relating to this |
case and has not yet completed discovery in this action. All of the responses
contained herein are based solely upon information and documents that are
presently available to and specifically known by Defendant, and disclose only those
contentions that presently occur to Defendant. It is anticipated that further
discovery, independent investigation, legal research, or analysis will supply
additional facts and lead to additions, changes, and variations from the responses
herein.

Defendant expressly reserves the right to assert any and all objections as to
the admissibility of such responses into evidence in this action, or in any other
proceedings, on any and all grounds including, but not limited to, competency,
relevancy, materiality, and privilege. Further, Defendant makes the responses and
objections herein without in any way implying that the interrogatories and
responses to the interrogatories are relevant or material to the subject matter of this
action.

An objection or response to an interrogatory shall not be construed as an
acknowledgment that Defendant performed any of the acts described in the
interrogatory or definitions applicable to the interrogatory, or that Defendant
acquiesces in the characterization of the conduct or activities contained in the
interrogatory or definitions applicable to interrogatory.

The following responses are given without prejudice to the right to produce
evidence or witnesses that Defendant may later discover. Defendant reserves the

right to supplement, clarify, revise, or correct any or all of the responses and

1894
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objections herein, and to assert additional objections or privileges, in one or more

subsequent supplemental response(s).

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

1. Defendant objects to each instruction, definition, and interrogatory to
the extent that it purports to impose any requirement or discovery obligation greater
than or different from those under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and the
applicable Rules and Orders of the Court.

2. Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that any
particular interrogatory is overbroad, vague, ambiguous, unintelligible, unduly
burdensome, or not relevant to any party’s claim or defense and proportional to the
needs of the case.

3. Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that any
particular interrogatory requires the production of information available to Plaintiff
through the subpoena process or his own records.

4. Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that any
individual interrogatory calls for information subject to a claim of privilege,
including, without limitation, the attorney-client privilege, the governmental
deliberative process privilege, the law enforcement investigatory privilege, the
official information privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, and other
applicable privileges and protections.

5. The fact that Defendant may not specifically object to any individual
interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information subject to the attorney-client
privilege and the attorney work-product doctrine is not to be deemed a waiver of
the protection of non-disclosure afforded by the attorney-client privilege or the
attorney work-product doctrine. Should any disclosure by Defendant of such
information occur, it is inadvertent and shall not constitute a waiver of any privilege

or protection.
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6. Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that any
individual interrogatory assumes the truth of facts either in dispute or not yet in
evidence.

7.  Defendant objects to the Interrogatories insofar as any individual
interrogatory calls for speculation or legal conclusions.

8.  To the extent that any individual Interrogatory purports to impose on
Defendant the burden of providing information which is not in Defendant’s
possession, custody, or control, or is already in Plaintiff’s possession, custody or
control, or is not reasonably available to Defendant after a diligent search and
reasonable inquiry, Defendant objects on the grounds that the Interrogatories are
overbroad, unduly burdensome, oppressive, and the burden, expense and/or
intrusiveness of the discovery clearly outweighs the likelihood that the information
sought will lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

9. The foregoing objections apply to each and every response contained
herein and are incorporated by reference to the extent applicable in the specific
responses set forth below as though fully set forth therein. The failure to mention
one of the foregoing objections in the specific response set forth below shall not be
deemed a waiver of such objection.

10. Defendant will make reasonable efforts to respond to each
interrogatory, to the extent that no objection is made, as Defendant understands and
interprets the interrogatory. If Plaintiff’s interpretation of any individual
interrogatory differs from that of Defendant, Defendant reserves the right to
supplement his objections and responses.

11
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Americans for lawful purposes.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

Defendant incorporates by reference the General Objections stated above as if
fully set forth herein. Defendant further objects to the term “commonly possessed,”
“law-abiding Americans,” and “lawful purposes” as vague and overbroad.
Defendant objects to this interrogatory as lacking foundation. Defendant objects to
this interrogatory as an incomplete hypothetical, and an adequate response can be
provided without the facts and circumstances of a given scenario. Defendant
further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence relevant to any party’s claim or defense and
proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant objects to the interrogatory to the
extent that it seeks expert materials, including information or facts that expert
witnesses may locate or rely on, outside of the framework for expert disclosures.

Subject to and without waiving any of the foregoing objections, Defendant
responds: Defendant has no basis to believe, and Plaintiffs have provided no
evidence to show, that semiautomatic, centerfire rifles with a detachable magazine
having an overall length of less than 30 inches are commonly possessed by law-
abiding Americans for lawful purposes.

INTERROGATORY NO. 14:
Do YOU contend that ASSAULT WEAPONS are not used for lawful self-

defense by civilians in the United States.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

Defendant incorporates by reference the General Objections stated above as
if fully set forth herein. Defendant objects that this interrogatory is unlimited with
respect to time and scope and therefore vague, unduly burdensome, and overbroad.
Defendant further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

14
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to the discovery of admissible evidence relevant to any party’s claim or defense and -

proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant objects to the interrogatory to the
extent that it seeks expert materials, including information or facts that expert
witnesses may locate or rely on, outside of the framework for expert disclosures.
Defendant objects to the phrase “lawful self-defense” as vague, overbroad,
ambiguous, argumentative, unrelated to any governing legal standard, and subject
to legal determinations. Defendant also objects that the term *“used” is vague and
ambiguous and requires him to speculate as to its meaning. Defendant objects to
the definition of “ASSAULT WEAPON?” as overbroad and unduly burdensome, and
vague and ambiguous, as the definition and scope of the term in California Penal
Code section 30510 and/or section 30515, and/or California Code of Regulations,
title 11, section 5495 and/or section 5499 have changed over time. Defendant
objects to this interrogatory as an incomplete hypothetical, and an adequate

response can be provided without the facts and circumstances of a given scenario.
Subject to and without waiving any of the foregoing objections, Defendant
responds: Defendant lacks sufficient information or belief to provide an affirmative

response to this interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 15:
If YOUR answer to Interrogatory No. 14 is anything other than an
unqualified no, please state any basis for YOUR contention that ASSAULT

WEAPONS are not used for lawful self-defense by civilians in the United States.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 15:

Defendant incorporates by reference the General Objections stated above as

if fully set forth herein. Defendant objects that this interrogatory is unlimited with

15
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INTERROGATORY NO. 16:
Do YOU contend that ASSAULT WEAPONS are not used for lawful hunting

by civilians in the United States.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 16:

Defendant incorporates by reference the General Objections stated above as
if fully set forth herein. Defendant objects that this interrogatory is unlimited with
respect to time and scope and therefore vague, unduly burdensome, and overbroad.
Defendant further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence relevant to any party’s claim or defense and
proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant objects to the interrogatory to the
extent that it seeks expert materials, including information or facts that expert
witnesses may locate or rely on, outside of the framew.ork for expert disclosures.
Defendant objects to the phrase “lawful hunting” as vague, overbroad, ambiguous,
argumentative, unrelated to any governing legal standard, and subject to legal
determinations. Defendant also objects that the term “used” is vague and
ambiguous and requires him to speculate as to its meaning. Defendant objects to
the definition of “ASSAULT WEAPON?” as overbroad and unduly burdensome, and
vague and ambiguous, as the definition and scope of the term in California Penal
Code section 30510 and/or section 30515, and/or California Code of Regulations,
title 11, section 5495 and/or section 5499 have changed over time. Defendant
objects to this interrogatory as an incomplete hypothetical, and an adequate

response can be provided without the facts and circumstances of a given scenario.

{7
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Subject to and without waiving any of the foregoing objections, Defendant
responds: Defendant lacks sufficient information or belief to provide an affirmative

response to this interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 17:
If YOUR answer to Interrogatory No. 16 is anything other than an
unqualified no, please state any basis for YOUR contention that ASSAULT

WEAPONS are not used for lawful hunting by civilians in the United States.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 17:

Defendant incorporates by reference the General Objections stated above as
if fully set forth herein. Defendant objects that this interrogatory is unlimited with
respect to time and scope and therefore vague, unduly burdensome, and overbroad.
Defendant further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence relevant to any party’s claim or defense and
proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant objects to the interrogatory to the
extent that it seeks expert materials, including information or facts that expert
witnesses may locate or rely on, outside of the framework for expert disclosures.
Defendant objects to the phrase “lawful hunting” as vague, overbroad, ambiguous,
argumentative, unrelated to any governing legal standard, and subject to legal
determinations. Defendant also objects that the term “used” is vague and
ambiguous and requires him to speculate as to its meaning. Defendant objects to
the definition of “ASSAULT WEAPON?” as overbroad and unduly burdensome, and
vague and ambiguous, as the definition and scope of the term in California Penal
Code section 30510 and/or section 30515, and/or California Code of Regulations,

title 11, section 5495 and/or section 5499 have changed over time. Defendant
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objects that the interrogatory calls for information protected from disclosure by the
attorney-client privilege, the governmental deliberative process privilege, the law
enforcement investigatory privilege, the official information privilege, and the
attorney work product doctrine. Defendant objects to this interrogatory as an
incomplete hypothetical, and an adequate response can be provided without the

facts and circumstances of a given scenario.
Subject to and without waiving any of the foregoing objections, Defendant
responds: See Defendant’s response to Interrogatory No. 16.

INTERROGATORY NO. 18:
Do YOU contend that ASSAULT WEAPONS are not used for lawful target

practice by civilians in the United States.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

Defendant incorporates by reference the General Objections stated above as
if fully set forth herein. Defendant objects that this interrogatory is unlimited with
respect to time and scope and therefore vague, unduly burdensome, and overbroad.
Defendant further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence relevant to any party’s claim or defense and
proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant objects to the interrogatory to the
extent that it seeks expert materials, including information or facts that expert
witnesses may locate or rely on, outside of the framework for expert disclosures.
Defendant objects to the phrase “lawful target practice” as vague, overbroad,
ambiguous, argumentative, unrelated to any governing legal standard, and subject
to legal determinations. Defendant also objects that the term “used” is vague and

ambiguous and requires him to speculate as to its meaning. Defendant objects to

19
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the definition of “ASSAULT WEAPON? as overbroad and unduly burdensome, and
vague and ambiguous, as the definition and scope of the term in California Penal
Code section 30510 and/or section 30515, and/or California Code of Regulations,
title 11, section 5495 and/or section 5499 have changed over time. Defendant
objects to this interrogatory as an incomplete hypothetical, and an adequate

response can be provided without the facts and circumstances of a given scenario.
Subject to and without waiving any of the foregoing objections, Defendant

responds: No.
INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

If YOUR answer to Interrogatory No. 18 is anything other than an
unqualified no, please state any basis for YOUR contention that ASSAULT

WEAPONS are not used for lawful target practice by civilians in the United States.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

Defendant incorporates by reference the General Objections stated above as
if fully set forth herein. Defendant objects that this interrogatory is unlimited with
respect to time and scope and therefore vague, unduly burdensome, and overbroad.
Defendant further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence relevant to any party’s claim or defense and
proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant objects to the interrogatory to the
extent that it seeks expert materials, including information or facts that expert
witnesses may locate or rely on, outside of the framework for expert disclosures.
Defendant objects to the phrase “lawful target practice” as vague, overbroad,
ambiguous, argumentative, unrelated to any governing legal standard, and subject

to legal determinations. Defendant also objects that the term “used” is vague and

20
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~ambiguous and requires him to speéulate as to its meaning. Defendant objects to
the definition of “ASSAULT WEAPON?” as overbroad and unduly burdensome, and
vague and ambiguous, as the definition and scope of the term in California Penal
Code section 30510 and/or section 30515, and/or California Code of Regulations,
title 11, section 5495 and/or section 5499 have changed over time. Defendant
objects that the interrogatory calls for information protected from disclosure by the
attorney-client privilege, the governmental deliberative process privilege, the law
enforcement investigatory privilege, the official information privilege, and the
attorney work product doctrine. Defendant objects to this interrogatory as an
incomplete hypothetical, and an adequate response can be provided without the

facts and circumstances of a given scenario.
Subject to and without waiving any of the foregoing objections, Defendant

responds: No response is needed.

INTERROGATORY NO. 20:
Do YOU contend that ASSAULT WEAPONS are not used for lawful

competition by civilians in the United States.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 20:

Defendant incorporates by reference the General Objections stated above as
if fully set forth herein. Defendant objects that this interrogatory is unlimited with
respect to time and scope and therefore vague, unduly burdensome, and overbroad.
Defendant further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence relevant to any party’s claim or defense and
proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant objects to the interrogatory to the

extent that it seeks expert materials, including information or facts that expert

21
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witnesses may locate or rely on, outside of the framework for expert disclosures.
Defendant objects to the phrase “lawful competition” as vague, overbroad,
ambiguous, argumentative, unrelated to any governing legal standard, and subject
to legal determinations. Defendant also objects that the term “used” is vague and
ambiguous and requires him to speculate as to its meaning. Defendant objects to
the definition of “ASSAULT WEAPON?” as overbroad and unduly burdensome, and
vague and ambiguous, as the definition and scope of the term in California Penal
Code section 30510 and/or section 30515, and/or California Code of Regulations,
title 11, section 5495 and/or section 5499 have changed over time. Defendant
objects to this interrogatory as an incomplete hypothetical, and an adequate

response can be provided without the facts and circumstances of a given scenario.
Subject to and without waiving any of the foregoing objections, Defendant
responds: Defendant lacks sufficient information or belief to provide an affirmative

response to this interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 21:
If YOUR answer to Interrogatory No. 20 is anything other than an
unqualified no, please state any basis for YOUR contention that ASSAULT

WEAPONS are not used for lawful competition by civilians in the United States
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 21:

Defendant incorporates by reference the General Objections stated above as
if fully set forth herein. Defendant objects that this interrogatory is unlimited with
respect to time and scope and therefore vague, unduly burdensome, and overbroad.
Defendant further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of admissible evidence relevant to any party’s claim or defense and
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California Code of Regulations, title 11, section 5495 and/or section 5499 have

changed over time.

INTERROGATORY NO. 28:
Identify any interest that the Legislature has purported is furthered by

allowing peace officers to acquire an ASSAULT WEAPON
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

Defendant incorporates by reference the General Objections stated above as if
fully set forth herein. Defendant objects that this interrogatory is unlimited with
respect to time and scope and therefore vague, unduly burdensome, and overbroad.
Defendant objects to the interrogatory to the extent that it seeks expert materials,
including information or facts that expert witnesses may locate or rely on, outside
of the framework for expert disclosures. Defendant objects that this interrogatory is
unlimited with respect to time and scope and therefore vague, unduly burdensome,
and overbroad. Defendant further objects that this interrogatory is not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence relevant to any party’s
claim or defense and proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant objects to
this interrogatory because it seeks information that is equally available to the

Plaintiffs from public sources.

Dated: September 14, 2018 Respectfully submitted,

XAVIER BECERRA

Attorney General of California
MARK R. BECKINGTON

Supervising Deputy Attorney General

/s/ Peter H. Chang

PETER H. CHANG

Deputy Attorney General
Attorneys for Defendant Xavier
Becerra

SA2017106868

28

1905




Case 8:17-cv-00746-JLS-JDE Document 78-1 Filed 03/25/19 Page 16 of 56 Page ID

O 00 N & »i B LW NN -

[\ TR NG TR NG TR NG TR NG T NG T NG T NG T N T S Sy S S T e e e
0 N N L AW = O v 00NN = O

#:3455

VERIFICATION OF INTERROGATORY ANSWERS

I, Emily Gargiulo, am employed by the State of California Department of
Justice as an Associate Governmental Program Analyst in the Office of the Attorney
General. 1 believe, based on reasonable inquiry, that the foregoing answers are true
and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of
America that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on September 14, 2018, at Sacramento, California.

Mu O\W

EMIL} GARGIULO
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" XAVIER BECERRA

Attorney General of California
MARK K. BECKINGTON '
Supervising Deputy Attorney General
PETER H. CHANG
Deputy Attorney General
State Bar No. 241467 ,
455 Golden Gate Avenue, Suite 11000
San Francisco, CA 94102-7004
Telephone: (415).703-5939
Fax: .3415) 703-1234 '
E-mail: Peter.Chang@doj.ca.gov
Attorneys for Defendant Xavier Becerra

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
SOUTHERN DIVISION

STEVEN RUPP; STEVEN 8:17-cv-00746-JLS-JDE
DEMBER; CHERYL JOHNSON;
MICHAEL JONES; CHRISTOPHER | DEFENDANT’S SECOND
SETFERT; ALFONSO VALENCIA; | SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO
TROY WILLIS; and CALIFORNIA | PLAINTIFF TROY WILLIS’S
RIFLE & PISTOL ASSOCIATION, | FIRST SET OF
INCORPORATED, INTERROGATORIES

Plaintiffs,
v,
XAVIER BECERRA, in his official
capacity as Attorney General of the
State of California; and DOES 1-10,

Defendants.

Propounding Party: Troy Willis
Responding Parties: Defendant Xavier Becerra

- SET No.: One
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Defendant Attorney General Xavier Becerra (Defendant) responds and objects
to the First Set of Interrogatories of Plaintiff Troy Willis (Plaintiff) as follows:
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT |

Defendant has not yet completed the investigation of the facts relating to this

“case and has not yet completed discovery in this action. All of the responses

contained herein are based solely upon information and documents that are
presently available to and sﬁeciﬁcally known by Defendant, and disclose only those
contentions that pfe‘sently occur to Defendant. It is anticipated that further
discovery, independent investigation, legal research, or analysis will supply
additional facts and lead to additions, changes, and variations from the responses
herein. | |

Defendant expressly reserves the right to a'»ssert any and all objections as to
the admissibility of such responses into evidence in this actibn, or in any other
proceedings, on any and all grounds including, but not limited to, competency,
felevémoy, materiality, and privilege. Further, Defendant makes the responses and
objections herein without in any way implying that the interrogatories and
responses to the interrogatories are relevant or material to thé subject matter of this
action, | '

An objection or response to an interrogatory shall not be construed as an
acknowledgment that Defendant performed any of the acts described in the
interrogatory or definitions applicable to the interrogatory, br that Defendant
acquiesces in the characterization of the conduct or activities contained in the
interrogatory or definitions applicable to interrogatory.

The following responses are given without prejudice to the right to produce
evidence or witnesses that Defendant may later discover. Defendant reserves the
right to supplement, clarify, revise, or correct any or all of the responses and
objections herein, and to assert additional objections or privileges, in one or more

subsequent supplemental response(s).
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GENERAL OBJECTIONS

1. Defendant objects to each instruction, definition, and interrogatory to

the extent that it purports to impose any requirement or discovery obligation greater

; than or different from those under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and the

applicable Rules and Orders of the Court.

| 2. Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that any
particular interrogatory is overbroad, vague, ambiguous, unintelligible, unduly
burdensome, or not relevant to any party’s claim or defense and proportional to the
needs of the case. | |

3. Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that any
particular interrogatory requires the production of information available to Plaintiff
through the subpoena process or his own records.

4. Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that any
individual interrogatory calls for information subject to a claim of privilege,
including, without limitation, the attorney—clienf privilege, the governmental
deliberative process privilege, the law enforcement investigatory privilege, the
official information privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, and other |
applicable privileges and p'rvotections.

| 5. Defendant objects to the definition of “ASSAULT WEAPON” as
overbroad and unduly burdensome, and vague and ambiguous, as the definition and |
scope of the term in California Penal Code section 30510 and/or section 305135,
and/or California Code of Regulations, title 11, section 5495 and/or section 5499
have changed over time. |

0. The fact that Defendant may not specifically object to aﬁy individual

interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information subject to the attorney-client

privilege and the attorney work-product doctrine is not to be deemed a waiver of
the protection of non-disclosure afforded by the attorney-client privilege or the

attorney work-product doctrine. Should any disclosure by Defendant of such
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information occur, it is inadvertent and shall not constitute a waiver of any privilege

or protection. ‘

7. Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that any
individual interrogatory assumes the truth of facts either in dispute or not yet in
evidence. |

8. Defendant objects to the Interrogatories insofar as any individual
intérrogatory calls for speculation or legal conclusions.
| 9. To the extent that any individual Interrogatory purports to impose on
Defendant the burden of providing information which is not in Defendant’s
possession, custody, or control, or is already in Plaintiff’s possession, custody or
control, or is not reasonably available to Defendant after a diligent search and
reasonable inquiry, Defendant objects on the grounds that the Interrogatories are
overbroad, unduly burdensome, oppressive, and the burden, expense and/or
intrusiveness of the discovery clearly outweighs the likelihood that the infofmation

‘sought will lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. |

10. . The foregoing objections apply to each and evéry response contained
herein and are incorporated by reference to the extent applicable in the specific
responses set forth below as though fully set forth therein. The failure to mention
one of the foregoing objections in the specific riesponse set forth below shall not be
deemed a waiver of such objection.

11.  Defendant will make reasonable efforts to respond to each
interrogatory, to the extent that no objection is made, as Defendant understands and
interprets the interrogatory. If Plaintiff’s interpretation of any individual
interrogatory differs from that of Defendant, Defendant reserves the right to

supplement his objections and responses.

3 . 1911
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INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

State whether YOU are aware of the approximate number of ASSAULT
WEAPONS that are lawfully possessed in the United States.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Defendant incorporates by reference the General Objections stated above as if
fully set forth herein. Defendant objects that this interrogatory is unlimited with
respect to time and scope and therefore vague, unduly burdensome, and overbroad.
Defendant objects to the interrogatory to the extent that it seeks expert materials,
including information or facts that expert witnesses may locate or rely on, outside
of the framework for expert disclosures. Defendant objects to the definition of
“ASSAULT WEAPON?” as overbroad and unduly burdensome, and vague and
ambiguous, as the definition and scope of the term in California Penal Code section
30510 and/or section 30515, and/or California Code of Regulations, title 11, section
5495 and/or section 5499 have changed over time. Defendant objects to the term
“approximate number” as vague, overbroad, ambiguous, argumentative, unrelated
to any governing standard. Defendant also objects that the term “lawfully
possessed” as vague and ambiguous, subject to legal determinations, and lacks
foundation. Defendant objects that the interrogatory calls for information protected
from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege, the governmental deliberative
process privilege, the law enforcement investigatory privilege, the official
information privilege, and the attorney work product doctrine.

Subject to and without waiving any of the foregoing objections, Defendant '
does not have information sufficient to estimate the approximate number of assault
weapons, as defined in this interrogatory, that are lawfully possessed in the United
States.
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VERIFICATION OF INTERROGATORY ANSWERS
I, Emily Gargiulo, am employed by the State of California Department of

Justice as an Associate Governmental Program Analyst in the Office of the Attorney
General. | believé, based on reasonable inquiry, that the foregoing answers are true
and cortrect to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of
America that the foregoing is true and correct. |

Executed on November 15, 2018, at Sacramento, California.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Case Name: Rupp, et al. v. Xavier Becerra No. 8:17-cv-00746-JLS-JDE

I hereby certify that on November 15, 2018, I served the following documents via e-
mail to counsel for Plaintiffs, Sean Brady, at SBrady@michellawyers.com:

e Defendant's Second Supplemental Response to Willis Interrogatories.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
Executed on November 15, 2018, at San Francisco, California.

Signature

SA201710686 8

/s/ Peter H. Chang
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COLT AR 15 PRE-BAI\ PRODUCTION
- 1964 TO 1989 :

AR-15 Spor‘ter (Model #6000)

Semn-automatlc nﬂe ﬁrlng from a closed bolt lntro Hd-
uct line in 1964, Similar in appearance and functi - ry version
M-16. Chambered for 223 cartridge. Fitted with standard 20" barrel, no
forward assist, no case deflector, but with a bayonet lug.. Welght about
7.5 |bs, Dropped from prodtuction in 1985, , s

NIB  Exc. VG Good Fair Poor
2150 1800 1600 1500 600 '400 .
AR-15 Sporter w/Collapsible Stock (Model #6001)

Same as above, fitted with 16* barrel and folding stock. Wralght about 5. 8
Ibs Introduced in1978; discortlnued in 1985 :

_ Fair Poor ,
600 400

same as prewous dlscontlnued AR-15 models Versmn dropped from
Colt product line o
7Falrr ,Poor
600 400

or 9mm cartridge. Weight 6.3 Ibs.
 Good  Fair Poor

1950 1750 1650 700 400

VG Good  Fair  Poor
1300 1050 - 550 400 .

2000 1 750

0 1650 700 400
AR 15A2 Govemment Model (Mcdel #6550)
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Good  Fair ~Poor .
..1650 700. . 400

Exc. V.G.

2300 . 2000 .. 1750

AR-15A2 H-BAR (Model #6600) _

Introduced in 1986. This version:features special 20" heavy barral. A

other features the same as A2 series of AR15s: Dlscontlnued in: 199

Weight about 8lbs. : .
NIB Exc. V.G.r Good' Fair Poor
1950 1750 1500 - 950 700 ... 757007

AR-15A2 Delta H-BAR (Model #6600DH)

Same as above. Fitted with 3x9 scope and detachable’ cheekpiece
Dropped from Coltline in 1990 ‘Weight about 10 bs.

Good Fair
1650 = 850 = 600

NIB  Exe. VG
2350 2100 1800

COLT AR-15 PRE-BAN PRODUCTION.
1989 TO 1994 ,

Sporter Lightweight Fllﬂe '

Lightweight model has 16" barrel and ﬁnlshed in. matte black. Availabl
in: 223 Rem: caliber (Model #6530) weight:6.7 Ibs.; 9mmm:caliber (Mo
#6430) weight 7.1 Ibs.; 7.65x39mm (Model #6830) weight'73 |bs; A
nished with two 5%round box magazines. Cleaning kit and sling are als
supplied with each new rifle. Buttstock and pistol-grip are made 6f durable
nylon.Hand guard is feinforced fiberglass and aluminumilinéd: Rear sight i
adjustable for windage and elevation. Newer. models-are referred to simpl
as: Sporters: Not fitted with. a bayonet:lug and receiver block. Has diffe
size pins. NOTE: Mode! 6830 will bring about $25 less than these prices

NIB  Exc. VG )d._Fair 'Poor: ~
1650 : 1500 1100 -850 750 - 600

zines, sling and cleaning t 30 parce
"NIB Exc. VG. ood  Fair Poor
1700 1400 7 1100 650 = 400 300
Sporter Match H BAR (Model #6601)

This 1991 varlatlon of AR-15 is similar to Target Model.: Has 20* heavy
barrel, target type sights adjustable out to 800 meters and chambere
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NIB Exc. V.G. Good Fair Poor
825, 650. 550 400 %= . 275. 125

ther Southpaw Post Ban
itte WIth 20" 4150 steel heavy barrel. A-2 style srghts Upper receiver

Exc. VG. Good Fair  Poor
700 600 -+ -400 . 275 . 125

nther Race Gun

ilar to Panther Bull, with 24" fiuted bull barrel Slghts JP Mlcro adjust-
ear, JP front sight adjustable for heught Includes Lyman globe and
haver rnserts

Exc. V.G. Good "Fair" Poor
1500 800 - 500 275 125

NIB  Exc. VG.
00 600 500

gle Shot anle

T.9F 1 I

NIB Exc. V.G. Good Fair Poor: .
775 . ..500 400 275 . 125 100

Panther Pardus
Similar.to. Panther. Post Ban, with: 16" bull barrel, te|escoplng buttstock
and tan Teflon finish; Introduced 2006.

NIE  Exc. VG. Good  Fair  Poor
1200 850 700 400 275 200

Panther 20th Anniversary Rifle
Similar.to-Panther.Post-ban, with.20" bull:barrel and engraved chrome-
plated lower receiver: Introduced 2006

NIB Exc. V.G. Good Fair Poor
2500 2000 1550 800 500 300

Panther 6.8 Rifle

Similar to' Panther DCM, with 20" chrome-moly barrel. Chambered for
6.8x43 Remington SPC. Introduced 2006.

NIB Exc. V.G. Good + ‘Fair Poor
1000 850 700 400 275 125
Panther Mark 12 . ' -

Similar-to other Panthers; w1th flash hider and other: refinements. Intro-
duced 2007.

NIB Exc. V.G. Good ‘Poor

, , Fair’
1300 -850 700 400 275 125

Panther SDM-R

Similar to_other Panthers, w:th stamless steel barrel and Harrls bipod.
lntroduced 2007,

Poor
125

Fair
275

“G@ood" '
400

VG.
700

Exc.
850

NIB
1200

LRT-SASS

Semi-automatic rifle based. on AR-15 design. Chambered in".308 Win.,
18! stainless steel barrel with flash hider..Collapsible:Vitor Clubfoot car-
bine stock and 19-round detachable magazine: Introduced 2006.

NIB © 7 Exc. V.G. ¥ Good ' Fair = Poor "
1900 1600 1475 .++1000 600 350 ¢

1930
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