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MOTION FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE

Petitioners California Redevelopment Association, et al.,
respectfully request the Court to take judicial notice of the following
documents attached hereto as Exhibits 1 and 2, respectively:

1. Moody’s Investors Service Ratings Update entitled
Moody’s Places on Review for Possible Downgrade All California
Tax Allocation Bonds Due to Recent Legislation and Pending State
Supreme Court Action, dated August 31, 2011. This Ratings Update
is judicially noticeable under Evidence Code Section 452(h).

2. The Proposition 22 Ballot Label for the November 2, 2010
General Election. This Ballot Label is judicially noticeable under
Evidence Code Sections 452(c) and (h).

This Motion for Judicial Notice is based on the Memorandum of
Points and Authorities and Declaration of Steven L. Mayer that

follow.

DATED: October 7, 2011.
Respectfully,

STEVEN L. MAYER

EMILY H. WoOD

HOWARD RICE NEMEROVSKI CANADY
FALK & RABKIN

A Professional Corporation

. o/

STEVEN L. MAYER'
Attorneys for Petitioners




MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

Evidence Code Section 452(c) states that judicial notice may be
taken of “[o]fficial acts of the legislative, executive, and judicial
departments of the United States and of any state of the United
States.” Subsection (h) allows for judicial notice of “[f]acts and
propositions that are not reasonably subject to dispute and are capa-
ble of immediate and accurate determination by resort to sources of
reasonably indisputable accuracy.” The two documents attached to
this Motion are both properly subject to judicial notice and each is
relevant to an issue in this case.

First, the Moody’s Investors Service Rating Update (Exhibit 1)
is a document created and circulated by Moody’s Investors Service.
Finance-related documents from published services, such as
Moody’s, have been recognized by the Court as properly subject to
judicial notice. Redevelopment Agency v. Gilmore, 38 Cal. 3d 790,
806 (1985) (“the publications of Moody’s Investors Service . . . are
subject to judicial notice in the trial court’s discretion”). The
Moody’s Investors Service Rating Update provides relevant facts
regarding the impact of ABX1 26 on the bond market, and
specifically addresses the issue of whether the statute’s repayment
provisions provide investors with safeguards comparable to those
available under existing law. That the Update was published in a
broadly and publicly available source is verifiable by sources of
indisputable accuracy.

Second, the Proposition 22 Ballot Label for the November 2,
2010 General Election (Exhibit 2) is written by the Attorney General
and published by the California Secretary of State. Because the
Ballot Label is drafted as an official act of the Attorney General’s
office and published as an official act of the Secretary of State’s
office, it is properly subject to judicial notice under Section 452(c).
See Edelstein v. City & County of San Francisco, 29 Cal. 4th 164,
171 n3 (2002) (taking judicial notice of San Francisco voter
information pamphlet and California voter information pamphlet);
Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Ass’n v. Bowen, 192 Cal. App. 4th 110,
119 n.3 (2011) (taking judicial notice of the ballot materials for
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Proposition 1A). This Ballot Label is relevant to show what
information was provided to the voters regarding Proposition 22.
Indeed, it constitutes the last information regarding Proposition 22
that voters see before casting their votes.

Based on the foregoing, Petitioners request that this Court take
judicial notice of the Moody’s Investors Service Rating Update and
the Proposition 22 Ballot Label for the November 2, 2010 General
Election. |

DATED: October 7, 2011.
Respectfully,

STEVEN L. MAYER

EMILY H. WOOD

HOWARD RICE NEMEROVSKI CANADY
FALK & RABKIN

A Professional Corporation

By /ﬁvﬁw

STEVEN L. MAYER
Attorneys for Petitioners



DECLARATION OF STEVEN L. MAYER

I, Steven L. Mayer, declare:

1. T am a member of the California Bar and a director at
Howard Rice Nemerovski Canady Falk & Rabkin, A Professional
Corporation (“Howard Rice”). 1 am lead counsel for Petitioners.
Except as otherwise indicated, the facts stated herein are true and
correct of my own personal knowledge and I could and would testify
thereto if called upon to do so as a witness.

2. Exhibit 1 to Petitioners’ Supplemental Motion for Judicial
Notice (“Supplemental MJN) is a true and correct copy of the
Moody’s Investors Service Rating Update entitled Moody’s Places
on Review for Possible Downgrade All California Tax Allocation
Bonds Due to Recent Legislation and Pending State Supreme Court
Action.

3. Exhibit 2 to Petitioners’ Supplemental Motion for Judicial
Notice is a true and correct copy of the Proposition 22 Ballot Label
printed by Los Angeles County for the November 2, 2010 General
Election. I obtained a copy of this Ballot Label from my clients
who, in the regular course of business, maintained copies of the
voting materials prepared for Proposition 22. The Ballot Label
contains the same language as the ballot labels used in all other
counties. Almost identical language appears in the Ballot Pamphlet.
See Ballot Pamphlet (Nov. 2010) at 6, 30. The language of the
Ballot Label is based on the Attorney General’s Official Title and
Summary of the measure.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
California that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed this 7th
day of October, 2011, in San Francisco, California.

By

STEVEN L. MAYER
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INVESTORS SERVICE

Rating Update: MOODY'S PLACES ON REVIEW FOR POSSIBLE DOWNGRADE ALL CALIFORNIA

TAX ALLOCATION BONDS DUE TO RECENT LEGISLATION AND PENDING STATE SUPREME
COURT ACTION

Global Credit Research - 31 Aug 2011
Approximately $11.6 Billion in Debt Affected

Atwater Redevelopment Agency, CA.
Municipality
CA

Opinion

NEW YORK, Aug 31, 2011 — Moody's Investors Service has placed on review for possible downgrade all of its rated California tax allocation
bonds. Recent state legisiation and a resulting state supreme court case create substantial uncertainty over the future of redevelopment
agencies in California and the tax allocation bonds that they issue. One of the two new laws eliminates tracking of revenues that secure these
bonds and changes the flow of funds used to pay debt service. If left unchanged, this law would be significantly negative for bondholder credit.
The other law would increase the financial burden on redevelopment agencies, a generally more modest, negative credit impact. Depending on
whether the.supreme court invalidates or affirms either or both laws, or parts of each, the court's decision could have widely differing impacts
on individual redevelopment agencies. The uncertainty surrounding the potential outcome of the court case is a key contributor to the current
action.

More specifically, the bill that would dissolve all redevelopment agencies, Assembly Bill 1X 26, does not require segregation and tracking of
revenues pledged to individual tax allocation bonds. It also changes the flow of funds that are allocated to bond debt service. These
developments would severely diminish the bonds' credit quality. if implemented as currently written, this legislation could resuit in multi-notch
downgrades on bonds of the dissolved redevelopment agencies. This law was stayed by the state supreme court pending review.

Assembly Bill 1X 27, the second bill, would allow redevelopment agencies to remain in existence if their sponsoring city/county commits to
making specific annual payments. This development wouid have more modest, but still negative credit implications for bondholders. The
payments would most likely be made from the redevelopment agencies' funds, weakening their balance sheets and operating flexibility. This law
too was stayed by the court.

The fact that a siate supreme court ruling could invalidate one, both, or neither of these bills, in whole or in part, creates uncertainty that is
negative for the credit quality of all California tax ailocation bonds.

The California legislature is considering a clean-up law in its current session, which ends September 9. ttis unclear, however, whether this
legislation wouid address the risks to bondholders outlined above. The supreme court is targeting January 15, 2012 for a ruling on this case.
Given these dates, it is possible that the review for downgrade will extend beyond Moody's typical 90-day time horizon.

For an in-depth discussion of these risk factors please see our forthcoming Special Comment "California Tax Allocation Bonds May Face
Substantially Increased Credit Risk Due to Recent Legislation and Pending State Supreme Court Action.”

Moody's adopts all necessary measures so that the information it uses in assigning a rating is of sufficient quality and from sources Moody's
considers to be reliable including, when appropriate, independent third-party sources. However, Moody’s is not an auditor and cannot in every
instance independently verify or validate information received in the rating process.

Please see Moody's Rating Symbols and Definitions on the Rating Process page on www.moodys.com for further information on the meaning
of each rating category and the definition of default and recovery.

Please see ratings tab on the issuer/entity page on www.moodys.com for the last rating action and the rating history.

The date on which some ratings were first released goes back to a time before Moody's ratings were fully digitized and accurate data may not
be available, Conseguently, Moody's provides a date that it believes is the most reliable and accurate based on the information that is available
to it. Please see the ratings disciosure page on our website www.moodys.com for further information.

Please see www.moodys.com for any updates on changes to the lead rating analyst and to the Moody's legal entity that has issued the rating.
Analysts

Dan Barzel

Analyst

Public Finance Group
Moody's Investors Service

Eric Hoffmann

Backup Analyst

Public Finance Group
Moody's Investors Service

Contacts

Journalists: (212) 553-0376



Research Clients: (212) 553-1653

Moaody's Investors Service, Inc.
250 Greenwich Street

New York, NY 10007

USA

Mooby’s

INVESTORS SERVICE

© 2011 Moody's Investors Service, Inc. and/or its licensors and affiliates (collectively, "MOODY'S"). All rights reserved.

CREDIT RATINGS ARE MOODY'S INVESTORS SERMICE, INC.'S ("MIS") CURRENT OPINIONS OF THE
RELATIVE FUTURE CREDIT RISK OF ENTITIES, CREDIT COMMITMENTS, OR DEBT CR DEBT-LIKE
SECURITIES. MIS DEFINES CREDIT RISK AS THE RISK THAT AN ENTITY MAY NOT MEET ITS
CONTRACTUAL, FINANCIAL OBLIGATIONS AS THEY COME DUE AND ANY ESTIMATED FINANCIAL LOSS
IN THE EVENT OF DEFAULT. CREDIT RATINGS DO NOT ADDRESS ANY OTHER RISK, INCLUDING BUT
NOT LIMITED TO: LIQUIDITY RISK, MARKET VALUE RISK, OR PRICE VOLATILITY. CREDIT RATINGS ARE
NOT STATEMENTS OF CURRENT OR HISTORICAL FACT. CREDIT RATINGS DO NQT CONSTITUTE
INVESTMENT OR FINANCIAL ADVICE, AND CREDIT RATINGS ARE NOT RECOMMENDATIONS TO
PURCHASE, SELL, ORHOLD PARTICULAR SECURITIES. CREDIT RATINGS DO NOT COMMENT ON THE
SUITABILITY OF AN INVESTMENT FOR ANY PARTICULAR INVESTOR. MIS ISSUES TS CREDIT RATINGS
VMTH THE EXPECTATION AND UNDERSTANDING THAT EACH INVESTOR WILL MAKE ITS OWN STUDY
AND EVALUATION OF EACH SECURITY THAT IS UNDER CONSIDERATION FOR PURCHASE, HOLDING, OR
SALE.

ALLINFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN IS PROTECTED BY LAW, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO,
CQPYRIGHT LAW, AND NONE OF SUCH INFORMATION MAY BE COPIED OR OTHERWISE REPRODUCED,
REPACKAGED, FURTHER TRANSMITTED, TRANSFERRED, DISSEMINATED, REDISTRIBUTED OR RESQLD,
OR STORED FOR SUBSEQUENT USE FOR ANY SUCH PURPOSE, IN WHOLE OR IN PART, INANY FORM OR
MANNER OR BY ANY MEANS WHATSOEVER, BY ANY PERSON WITHCOUT MOODY'S PRIOR WRITTEN
CQONSENT. All information contained herein is obtained by MOODY'S from sources believed by it to be accurate and
reliable. Because of the possibility of human or mechanical error as well as other factors, however, all information
contained herein is provided "AS IS” without warranty of any kind. MOODY'S adopts all necessary measures so that
the information it uses in assigning a credit rating is of sufficient quality and from sources Moody's considers to be
reliable, including, when appropriate, independent third-party saurces. However, MOODY'S is not an auditor and
cannot in every instance independently verify or validate information received in the rating process. Under no
circumstances shall MOODY'S have any liability to any person or entity for (a) any loss or damage in whole or in part
caused by, resulting from, or relating to, any error (negligent or otherwise) or other circumstance or contingency within
or outside the control of MOODY'S or any of its directors, officers, employees or agents in connection with the
procurement, collection, compilation, analysis, interpretation, communication, publication or delivery of any such
information, or (b) any direct, indirect, special, consequential, compensatory or incidental damages whatsoever
(including without limitation, lost profits), even if MOODY'S is advised in advance of the possibility of such damages,
resulting from the use of or inability to use, any such information. The ratings, financial reporting analysis, projections,
and other observations, if any, constituting part of the information contained herein are, and must be construed solely
as, statements of opinion and not statements of fact or recommendations to purchase, sell or hold any securities.
Each user of the information contained herein must make its own study and evaluation of each security it may
consider purchasing, holding or selling. NO WARRANTY, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, AS TO THE ACCURACY,
TIMELINESS, COMPLETENESS, MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR ANY PARTICULAR PURPOSE OF ANY
SUCH RATING OR OTHER OPINION OR INFORMATION IS GIVEN OR MADE BY MOODY'S INANY FORMOR
MANNER WHATSOEVER.

MIS, a wholly-owned credit rating agency subsidiary of Moody's Corporation ("MCQ"), hereby discloses that most
issuers of debt securities (including corporate and municipal bonds, debentures, notes and commercial paper) and
preferred stock rated by MS have, prior to assignment of any rating, agreed to pay to MiS for appraisal and rating
services rendered by it fees ranging from $1,500 to approximately $2,500,000. MCO and MIS also maintain policies
and procedures to address the independence of MIS's ratings and rating processes. Information regarding certain
affiliations that may exist between directors of MCO and rated entities, and between entities who hold ratings from MIS
and have also publicly reported to the SEC an ownership interest in MC O of more than 5%, is posted annualty at
www.moodys.com under the heading "Shareholder Relations — Corporate Governance — Director and Shareholder
Affiliation Policy.”

Any publication into Australia of this document is by MOODY'S affiliate, Moody's Investors Service Pty Limited ABN 61
003 399 657, which holds Australian Financial Services License no. 336969. This document is intended to be provided
only to "wholesale clients” within the meaning of section 761G of the Corporations Act 2001. By continuing to access
this document from within Australia, you represent to MOODY'S that you are, or are accessing the document as a
representative of, a "wholesale client” and that neither you nor the entity you represent will directly or indirectly



disseminate this document or its contents to "retail clients" within the meaning of section 761G of the Corporations
Act 2001.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, credit ratings assigned on and after October 1, 2010 by Moody's Japan K.K. (“MJKK")
are MJKK's current opinions of the relative future credit risk of entities, credit commitments, or debt or debt-like
securities. In such a case, “MIS” in the foregoing statements shall be deemed to be replaced with “MIKK". MJKK is a
wholly-owned credit rating agency subsidiary of Moody's Group Japan G.K., which is wholly owned by Moody's
Overseas Holdings Inc., a wholly-owned subsidiary of MCO.

This credit rating is an opinion as to the creditworthiness or a debt obligation of the issuer, not on the equity securities
of the issuer or any form of security that is available o retail investors. tt would be dangerous for retail investors to
make any investment decision based on this credit rating. if in doubt you should contact your financial or other
professional adviser.






PROHIBITS THE STATE FROM BORROWING OR TAKING FUNDS USED 169 YESw=» (O
22 FOR TRANSPORTATION, REDEVELOPMENT, OR LOCAL GOVERNMENT |

PROJECTS AND SERVICES. INITIATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL 170 NOwm ()
AMENDMENT. Prohibits State, even during severe fiscal hardship, from delaying
distribution of tax revenues for these purposes. Fiscal Impact: Decreased state General Fund spending and/or
increased state revenues, probably in the range of $1 billion to several billions of dollars annually.
Comparable increases in funding for state and local transportation programs and local redevelopmert.




PROOF OF SERVICE

I, Tracey L. Douglas, declare:

I am a resident of the State of California and over the age of eighteen years and not

a party to the within-entitled action; my business address is Three Embarcadero Center,

Seventh Floor, San Francisco, California 94111-4024. On October 7, 2011, I served the

following document(s) described as:

PETITIONERS’ SUPPLEMENTAL MOTION FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE;
SUPPORTING MEMORANDUM AND DECLARATION OF STEVEN L. MAYER

O

BY FACSIMILE: by transmitting via facsimile the document(s) listed above

to the fax number(s) set forth below on this date before 5:00 p.m.

BY U.S. MAIL: by placing the document(s) listed above in a sealed envelope

with postage thereon fully prepaid, in the United States mail at San Francisco,

~ California addressed as set forth below.

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL: by transmitting via email the document(s) listed

above to the email address(es) set forth below on this date before 5:00 p.m.
BY FEDERAL EXPRESS: by placing the document(s) listed above in a

sealed Federal Express envelope and affixing a pre-paid air bill, and causing
the envelope to be delivered to a Federal Express agent for delivery.

BY MESSENGER: I served the documents described above on the parties

listed below by causing them to be delivered by hand to the person(s) at the
address(es) set forth below.

PROOF OF SERVICE
1-



Jennifer K. Rockwell
Chief Counsel
Department of Finance
State Capitol, Room 1145
915 “L” Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 445-4142
Fax: 916) 323-0060

Attorneys for Respondent Ana
Matosantos, Director of Finance

Richard R. Karlson
Interim County Counsel
Brian E. Washington
Assistant County Counsel
Claude F. Kolm

Deputy County Counsel
State of California

Office of the Alameda County
Counsel

1221 Oak Street, Suite 450
Oakland, CA 94612

Phone: (510)272-6700
Fax: 510) 272-5020

Attorneys for Respondent Patrick
0’Connell, Auditor-Controller,
County of Alameda

Miguel Marquez

County Counsel

Orry P. Korb

Assistant County Counsel
Lizanne Reynolds
Deputy County Counsel
James R. Williams
Deguty County Counsel
Office of the County Counsel
70 West Hedding Street
East Wing, 9th Floor

San Jose, CA 95110

Phone: (408) 299-5900
Fax: 408) 292-7240

Attorneys for Vinod K. Sharma,
Auditor-Controller of the County of
Santa Clara and the County of
Santa Clara

Richard J. Chivaro, Esq.
Office of the State Controller
State of California

Legal Department

300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1850
Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 445-2636
Fax: 916) 322-1220

Attorneys for Respondent John
Chiang, California State Controller

Kamala D. Harris

Attorney General

Ross C. Moody

Deputy

Oftice of the Attorney General
State of California

455 Golden Gate Avenue
Suite 11000

San Francisco, CA 94102

Phone: (415)703-1376
Fax: 415) 703-1234

Attorneys for Respondents Ana
Matosantos, Director of Finance
and John Chiang, California State
Controller

Murray O. Kane, Esq.
Susan Y. Cola, Esq.
Donald P. Johnson, Esq.
Kane, Ballmer & Berkman
515 S. Figueroa Street
Suite 1850

Los Angeles, CA 90071

Phone: 213-617-0480
Fax: 213-625-0931

Attorneys for Community
Redevelopment Agency of the City
of Los Angeles, Southern California
Association of Non-Profit Housing
and Betty Yee

'PROOF OF SERVICE



Carmen A. Trutanich, City Attorney
Kelly Martin, General Counsel and
Senior Assistant City Attorney
Office of the City Attorney

1200 West 7th Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Phone: 213-977-1927
Fax: 213-617-8199

Attorneys for Community
Redevelopment Agency of the City
of Los Angeles

Jeffrey M. Oderman, Esq.
Dan Slater, Esq.

Mark J. Austin, Esq.

Rutan & Tucker, LLP

611 Anton Blvd., Suite 1400
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1931

Phone: 714-641-5100
Fax:  714-546-9035

Attorneys for Amici Curiae City of
Cerritos; Cerritos Redevelopment
Agency; City of Carson; Carson
Redevelopment Agency; City of
Commerce; Commerce Community
Development Commission; City of
Cypress; Cypress Redevelopment
Agency; City of Downey;
Community Development
Commission of the City of Downey;
City of Lakewood; Lakewood
Redevelopment Agency; City of
Paramount; Paramount
Redevelopment Agency; City of
Placentia; Redevelopment Agency
of the City of Placentia; City of

anta Fe Springs; Community
Development Commission of the
City of Santa Fe Springs; City of
Signal Hill; Signal Hill
Redevelopment Agency; Cuesta
Villas Housing Corporation; and
Bruce W. Barrows

Jean-Rene Basle, County Counsel
Michelle D. Blakemore, Chief
Assistant County Counsel

385 North Arrowhead Avenue,
4th Floor

San Bernardino, CA 92415-0140

Phone: 909-387-5445
Fax: 909-387-5462

Attorneys for Amicus Curiae
County of San Bernardino

Karen Getman, Esq.

Margaret R. Prinzing, Esq.
Remcho, Johansen & Purcell, LLP
201 Dolores Avenue

San Leandro, CA 94577

Phone: 510-346-6200
Fax:  510-346-6201

Attorneys for Amicus Curiae
California Teachers Association

PROOF OF SERVICE
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William M. Marticorena, Esq.
Philip D. Kohn, Esq.

Jeffrey T. Melching, Esq.

Rutan & Tucker, LLP

611 Anton Boulevard, Suite 1400
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1931

Phone: 714-641-5100
Fax: 714-546-9035

Attorneys for City of Irvine,
California

Peter L. Wallin, Esq.

Wallin, Kress, Reisman & Kranitz,
LLP

2800 28th Street, Suite 315

Santa Monica, CA 90405

Phone: 310-450-9582

Attorneys for Amicus Curiae Long
Beach Central, West and North
Project Area Committees

Miguel Marquez, County Counsel

Lori E. Pegg, Dist. General Counsel,

Assistant County Counsel

Lizanne Reynolds, Deputy County
Counsel

James R. Williams, Deputy County
Counsel

Office of the County Counsel,
County of Santa Clara

70 West Hedding Street, East Wing.
9th Floor

San Jose, CA 95110

Phone: 408-299-5900
Fax: 408-292-7240

Attorneys for Amicus Curiae Santa
Clara Unified School District

Michael Rawson, Esq.

Deborah Collins, Esq.

Craig Castellanet, Esq.

Calitornia Affordable Housing Law
Project of the Public Interest Law
Project

449 15th Street, Suite 301

Oakland, CA 94612

Phone: 510-891-9794 (ext. 145)
Fax:  510-891-9727

Attorneys for Amici Curiae The
Public Interest Law Project,
California Rural Legal Assistance,
Inc., Legal Services of Northern
California, Public Counsel, Western
Center on Law & Poverty

Robert V. Wadden, Jr., Esq.

Law Offices of Robert V. Wadden,
Jr.

1031 Avenue C

Redondo Beach, CA 90277

Phone: 310-251-7660

Attorneys for Amicus Curiae Long
Beach Central, West and North
Project Area Committees

M. Louis Bobak, Esq.

Thomas F. leon Esq.

Woodruff, Sp radlin & Smart, APC
555 Anton Boulevard Suite 1200
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-7670

Phone: 714-558-7000
Fax: 714-835-7787

Attorneys for Amicus Curiae
Association of California Cities —
Orange County

PROOF OF SERVICE
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John C. Eastman, Esq.

Anthony T. Caso, Esq.

Karen J. Lugo, Esq.

Center for Constitutional
Jurisprudence

¢/o Chapman Univ. School of Law
One University Drive

Orange, CA 92886

Phone: 714-628-2530

Attorneys for Amici Curiae

Center for Constitutional
Jurisprudence and California
Alliance to Protect Private Property
Rights

Christopher Sutton, Esq.

Law Office of Christopher Sutton
586 La Loma Road

Pasadena, CA 91105-2443

Phone: 626-683-2500
Fax:  626-405-9843

Attorney for Municipal Officials for
Redevelopment Reform and Chris
Norby

PROOF OF SERVICE
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Gregory G. Luke, Esq.

Byron F. Kahr, Esq.

Strumwasser & Woocher LLP
10940 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 2000
Los Angeles, CA 90024

Phone: 310-576-1233
Fax: 310-319-0156

Counsel for Amicus Curiae Los
Angeles Unified School District

Pamela J. Walls, County Counsel
Anita C. Willis, Deputy County
Counsel

County of Riverside Office of
County Counsel

3960 Orange Street, Suite 500
Riverside, CA 92501-3674

Phone: 951-955-1272
Fax:  951-955-9177

Attorneys for Amicus Curiae
County of Riverside

Sayre Weaver, Esq.

Steven R. Orr, Esq.

Toussaint S. Bailey, Esq.

Andrew J. Brady, Esq.

Richards, Watson & Gershon, APC
355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071

Phone: 213-626-8484
Fax: 213-626-0078

Attorneys for Amicus Curiae
Association of Bay Area
governments, City of Artesia,
Artesia Redevelopment Agency,
Brea Redevelopment Agency, City
of Buena Park Community
Redevelopment Agency, City of
Calimesa, Calimesa Redevelopment
Agency, Fairfield Redevelopment
Agency, City of Hawthorne,
Hawthorne Community
Redevelopment Agency, La Mirada
Redevelopment Agency, Manteca
Redevelopment Agency, City of
Monterey, Palm Desert
Redevelopment Agency, Rancho
Cucamonga Redevelopment
Agency, Rancho Palos Verdes
Redevelopment Agency, City of Seal
Beach, Seal Beach Redevelopment
Agency, Temecula Redevelopment
Agency, Turlock Redevelopment
Agency, and Whittier
Redevelopment Agency

Catherine A. Rodman
Affordable Housing Advocates
4305 University Avenue

Suite 110

San Diego, CA 92105

Phone: 619-233-8441
Fax: 619-233-4828

Attorney for Amicus Curiae
Affordable Housing Advocates

PROOF OF SERVICE
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Thomas W. Hiltachk, Esq. Abe Hajela

Bell McAndrews & Hiltachk - General Counsel
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 600 California School Boards
Sacramento, CA 95814 Association

3100 Beacon Boulevard
Phone: 916-442-7757 P.O. Box 1660
Fax: 916-442-7759 West Sacramento, CA 95814
Attorney for Amicus Curiae Phone: 916-371-4691

California Professional Firefighters Fax: 916-371-3407

Counsel for Amicus California
School Boards Association

[ am readily familiar with the firm's practice of collection and processing
correspondence for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposited with the U.S.
Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid in the ordinary course
of business. I am aware that on motion of the party served, service is presumed invalid if
postal cancellation date or postage meter date is more than one day after date of deposit

for mailing in affidavit.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct. Executed at San Francisco, California on October 7, 2011.

i

Tracey\L. Douglas
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