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JOHI{ HET'{RY YABLONSKY CDCR#ALO373
t7 -t22
480 ALTA RD

SANDrUGO,CAg2179

t,t

CASE 3 ; 1B-cv- LL??-CAE-AGS

REPLY TO DEFENDANT OTTOSMTO*
TO PTAINTIFT MOTICIN TO NAME
PARTIES ORIGINATING OUT OF
THE &RIGINAL SETS OF' FACTS
BEFORE ORICIT{AL FILIT\G OF TI{E
COMPIAINT F.R.C.P. RULE 15(c)(

()

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTI.IERN DISTRICT OT' CALIFORNOIA

JOHN HENRY YABLONSKY,
,. r ; r i i,., ,

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT Of Ce=l.a.sa t9 Zezl De,4oLrrw6
C0RRECTIONS & REHABTLUTATIONS,

et aI,
DEEEIIDANTS, THE HOI{ORABLE ANDREW SCHOPLER

9t*I6-rn€^.a "{ ftqPlaintiff motton to name parties filed on Sep6ember 20

202L included acfruat,e facts within the cornplaint, exhibits
filed with the court and were servld upon defendants in many

aspects n suf f icient to place any of the n'pRoposED,, defendants
t.o be named knew, should have known they were to be helcl respon

sible for their ac,tlons. on goober B, za?j. defendants filed
an opposition to this request, trying, hoping to escape liab-
ility for attacke the proposed elefendants committect upon the
&plaintiff which did not a<ivance one legltimatragoal of the

REPLY NAME PARTIES- /
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fae!,Llty or CDCR ltself . That formal appeal"s $ere ftled wlthln

30 days of t,helr aetLons deslgnated a8 (RJD 0 Ll 0034) fil'ed

on January 2, 201?. (TAnInC Or LEGAL rILES) rnrs appeal as

qwella r as otherf, ulere aggrtvated, obfueaeterJ by appeals

eoordinators Hithin (0034) appeal (f.lD D 16 4564) appeal, and

(RJD 17-15S2) appeal. (mISHINDLINC APPBAL SCHEflH?'IIH# 3084't)

Tirar Bppeef (RJD CI l't 3597) (mlSun,tnLIHG LEGAL HAIL)

inthe mallroom uas ftled on Hay 18, 2011. That sfl thasa aPpqa

etemrned from (n;0 n 16-4564) whiEh was tlled on October t3r?0

and $ss qlso ftled wlthlnthe 30 day flltng wtndsn permltted

for inamtes .CC& 30-84.8(b). These appeals placed propooed

defendauts on notice thcy Here being addreesed formally for
thair aetions rhlch vtllated protected rlghts. The complaint

uas ftLed rlt,tr this Court on i'tay 31r 2018, and besause lltigatl
soordlnators have dlrect knowledge of thls flllng beeause of

e;rtlfled t,rust aheets that pa6s through thelr hands before

they prorlde sueh records, knew of should have knoron that opecl

defendant,e were bein6 addreesed forrnally tn.a lawautt,. Furthe

-plaintiff fLled forur$} petlDisn for writ Er mansiate

'eral elnim ahout L[braryr taklns legaL fttee, which

the tarnperlng r*i.th legal mall. Ths partles sho

t mell knet* that plelntiff was ftllng ctvtl acrto
'{eeonducts et the t,irne they placed Labet s ovetr

\n of a oourts orders and summona headed to

'iee upon RJ$ employees. l'..::ll-,ri_ :l', i :i:

rtlve lnvesttgattons lnto these appeals

"FLY NAI{E PAR,TIES-z
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f,$nta+ts{I ihe parties whtc,h tuould have hekj sol-r}0 }firiitty

to these acts at the tine of tnltial ss.reening , whian otcureci

within 30* the aets tilei*selves. That ttre coitplatnt urtls servecl

uilon slx of tfre irarnecl defendants, who knsw, shoukJ have kn$ian

their fis*oonspirntors w*re treinB held re$ilonsi[:Ia for their

{t*,ts vrhloh vlol'aterl plaintif f protCIeteci rt&hls' Il"rat sesvi**}

came on or atrorrt 0*,tober 18, ?01{} (pCftl-l$} 'ffri* plaseet the

entire faclllty on ilot,ice tiraE plaintiff fi1efi a *o:irplaint

with alegotions that lnclu<ied num*rous parties beinq narretJ

at, aat [east ten dCIes. It r*oultl haVe irn::en counsel rjut.y t0

ineluire i'Hl{Ifrl{ Tf:It"" Ttre exhiLritu atta.:irec? tothe oriolinal

f iling (sorne 55(} pages) inclurJecl aI"I the appeaLo urhl*n tnis
eonplaint are addrasslnq. l"Ihich also in:luCe r*irieh parties

'*hose names were rnade knonn by the exhibits, or alle,qat.ions

tnat they were *cllng to be held llable fnr their astions.

During, discovery Lhe qSefencl*nts re.sporrses $retre evasive

anci floll cooF,ereltive when lnqutrlrrg aboiuL tire *'ldH0" of these

.:cts. Defendants f ro,r tiro llohrary when a$iserl rvho tauqlrt the;:r

hou tr: '*It{5lPEC:I"' these papers t,hey stateql *'TFlflIR aOSS", forbirid

roles ln these attac,ks. ilefenrjant l.lc,Cure ,i+hen asked ahout

r,rho she c,ontact,eC *bout tho files being tako, salri ehe did

nst cCInt,act anyone. yet her e,rnatl on ll-tr 6-tr 6 $uqfrest she

eontact,ed at least two seperate partteds (captnin soto)

{sreaerant t{erenadrileu }. That ls just thaB one e.mall. Beceuse

her interror,atory response saici she riiet *ot eont,act anyone

RHFLT NAHH PANTIES-3
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and her e.mai1 eays otherwise, suggest she Eontaeted motre.

f'urthermore the letter acldreesed to her on 11-14-16 00900

and the attacks whlch occured by t,eking cri.tlcal hand wrltten

notes related t,o a hearing being held just three days later

suggest she eontacted ISU t,o take these critical fllee at

a crltieal point in time and to.r hold thgem until after the

hearing ln a givll rigths Lawsuit rhlch named thirteen defend

who a.Cted ae government eourt offieer, oheriff . McGulre 11-

16-16 e.mail identified this very hearlng.

Because defendants named rrrere served timely based

on timely appeals, tlmely ftLing of suit, r+hich ineluded parti
related to these allegatlons, gave them notlce that the ten

does would evontually be namCId. That &plai.nttf f f iled exinai.ons

of time for amending the complaint rshich this Court granted,

plaintiff Leave to amendn whieh named these dore was eerved

uponthese defendants through the uee of F.R.g. P. RUtE$(d)(1)

(ecrrl)(Ecr110) At rhie rime on March zg-zozt the "FRoposED"

defendants werwe served f .R.C,P. RULE 4(d)(1), and once agai.n

on April t9, 2021. ( Exhiblr arrached ,AAA)(nerrzs) .

Consistant wlth r.R.C.p. RULE1S(e)(r)(l) these names

should be permitted to be named . TARNKLTN v us IfEsTrNG rNC r
3 f3d t357 (1993):FOMAN v DAVrS 371 US 17S( tg62)'Unrrsu sTATEs

EXERL ooHrt v AVEI{?$ rNc 2017 us Drsr LExrD$ gas6; N0BEBE

v LA DEPT PUB SAFETY 935 f3d 437(5th cir Z0t5)

These defendants who took actions upon pLalntiff
while he exersised h1s prot,eeted rtght should be named.

REPLY NAME PARTIES-4
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Under the language of (NOngA) these part,ies have

been warned that they were being idientified wlthin the origina

complaint which actually had these parties namea l-ocated w[thin

exhibtis attachecl. It took plaintlff exhausting tlme while

pLaintiff ls visually hanctieapped to identify whish parties

to name, for specifle eations. Furthermore diseovery and

other forms of facts developing occureci which plaeed p,laintiff
on notice exactly whieh parties t'a iderrtify iti.Ehlnn the eomplai

These f act,s agrae with (fqOnff ). Under BEI-ISEL V ALLIED

prtoT AssN 387 f3d 298(3rd eir 2004trTHAT RELATTON BACK TO

PAA,TI}IS SJITHIN THE ORIF.II}TAI, SETS OF. TACTS OF THE ORGINAL COi'{PLA

DO NOT DESERVE PROTECTIONS OF STATUTE IF ?HE COMPLAINT WAS

F'ILAD TII{ilLY, ) Tire NINTH CIRCUIT COURT founcX r,har rhe califoi
laws should apply wlthimn the federal civil rights complaint.

RUMBIRG v I,ilmBBER aireraf t eo*p. 42t* f .supp 294(c.D.carl916)

In thie case the defendant, may not argue additional
discovery t,o warrant the deuial of this request. MARrrrt{E

ADMIN V COI{TINANTAL ILLINOIS }TATL BANK OF TRIJST 889 f,zd, I24B

2nd c,ir 1989) Coinsistanr ro ccp 593. 240(d) ',THAT t[HEl{ SHRVICE
-IIBLE' F.UTILE , CAUSES BEYOND PLAINTIFF. CONTROL THAT

STATUTE I'IUST BT S?RICTLY CONSTRUED',. In this instance CovIDlg

PANDaMTC lockecl pet,itioner into his c,eIl for nealry one full
yeatr without acees to resources, and the two opertuinities
to provide paglng wer enever provided. (no PAGING tiAs pRoVIDEn)

([,THILE COPIES WERE ONLY MADE ONE TIME IN A YEAR. BECAUSE PlAiNt
nranaged to FACILITATfl eolies wa 8"BALCKMARKET*' convtet acsess.

eR REPLY NAMING PABTIES-S
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These}ibberalsonstuesmugtfavorresolvingthe
neri.ts sf t,he cornpaLinr. slirPLEY v suGrTA(calApp- lst 8istl996)

50 Cal.App.Ath 320-(1996), In this case ttre accruaS. of sause

rnugt be applted. because one appeal laad to the next attack,

then thE next whtsh ended by the resolve of (A;n n 7335)

and (n;n il 10 6006) ) these attaoks lasted beyon0 their initia

filing decision by TLR. The aefrual <!at,e of ttre c.ause begins

a* ttre data of the last nnaturity date. S'trB.ST mAft" BANK v

ZfiIcLER 24 Cal.App.503(1914); BmflKHUS V PALoN 76 CaLapp. 680

(f *aa;: I-fifl V B,{Nt{. fiF AnflRICA 27 CalApp.4th 197{L994}: St?tuLe
iif lfrlin|taticns does not agorue r:ntil, and causes of '?tt' ".

invariably aa*rue wiren there is reme<ly available. IRYI*Ifr V

fiossnN. 25 ea1.2d 652(194/+) .

Furt,hermore nat,ural rfisaster, esons$ric <lisasLer, publi

calamrity eieeerve generou$ tnternretations. NOHFIAN J SINGfiB, &

"],*E S}{&I{MTE] SINGNR II".IITRGENCY IEfrISPATIOS, #A $UTI{ERTAND $TATUT

COt{$. $ 76;6 7rh ed 2S11); SCHREIEfl}{ DIST C0. v $EP.V WHLL FlRi'tr.
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CO. 806 t,?d" L393(95y cir 19SS); CAB'ASS# 637 f3cl at 1058('

:i _ 1., r

'{,rl l1*::cl: '?t, ?.i')'";"i. r1.i:,r'r-ft:.r:.itl"e :f,\i Ll'lr: i-}}rtiti

Cle:' .: f :,ji1;f-rlr-i s.i-lrlii:lili16 1:*r:i.1.i5.1 ih:l -;::f'!J-i:rs '-rrJr{: "fe jl:cf,r:ri'u 
"

Q*,qarii ies* itr"IE f c'Liie 9t i:ur' l.i1!rirrl')11 : ti'rr.,u,{ ;? ri{1i/ri tr*:en i}rf:::lit,ted
wi"i*r* Ei"le *ea*I3-ne for s*trl,tse had not exi:ireql Jmne ?0?l- yeL!!
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Plalntlff rnotlon ftlect on sept,ember 20, ?021 reeulted

inthts Courts otder for brieflng on September 30t ?OZL shich

ordered nny oppositlon by defendante by Sepotember 8t 2021 and

any reply by platnttff by september 15, 2012 that did not arrl

tnto plaintiff possesslon ontll October 7t }A?1. Plaintif has

not re*eived any oppoei[i*n hy riefendantecl as of totiays d*te

of oct,ober l}.| 2S:1, treav{ng p}atnt,iff only Wdays to &eeess

ti:e Ler,r. li.br;i;'" e f8.::{i€i.l:h i:iiy liri,rg Lire 'ljt f *triatlLs rttav irg,ev'*

$aiclr Lo navigete thair reacons to not be held responoible for

aetlons wtrioir o*curecl ss that pla{.ntiff may flle a reply by

ttre ftfteenttr of September forced thts "BEPLY" to be hased on

what pla{ntlf f mey thlnk defenrJants ard going to argue,

WHITIf,?G BLINhLY I}I !"iOP[: OT MEHTING ASACIIII{EI!

i}LAI}ITIflF DISAORET:S WITH I}ETENDAIITS OPPOSI'rION

The def*nciant saccount of acerual dates doee not

t,hat the (4564) appe$l r,rss obfusacted whon st,aff stripped
* attaehe<{ appeal t$ irrsti-fy rejeetion. or that t!ti-
very apnenl ras allegedfty eancelled eut on january g, z0l7

tprlor ro the allegnd lntervLew by litarttnol who Btat,od he

there to tntervlew for the law llbrery appeal on Januery 1

2017. That this *ppeal lnstlugated the raking Leqal ftles
r*hi.ch was errone$uuly t*lthdrawn on ml,erepreffnLatlon hy ma

and ftlErl a$ (tsge) whleh was erroneousl.y reJected and can

ouy by appeal.a eoordlnators which lead to the flltng of dt*l?z),
c RAPLY HAI'{IN0 pAnTIEs-7

r. i.:i'..
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TLR granted (*ttZ) ln 2018, rlght, before thts cornpl'aln

w&a ftlad, st,ating that(158?)wasd rntshar$lled, and shor'rLcl have

n6ver baen ghe topl.e of the interview whieh oceured on H

January 18, 201?. Appeal (fSgZ) wae decided aild-eti+elled

iir May 2tlrts, rtgtrt before t,his QfIs* $$fl$ f iled! I

The appeale vlrich flled about taklng flles, readlng

legal mall resulted ln the false RVH whlen lras deciciecl on

February tr, 2trX8. The result of these eppeals trore tno foundatl

of the mal;l tamperlng trhen plalntiff sought reltef at the lo:e

Court,, ond vas deeirJed on January 3r ?S1E.

Therefora ehould thi.s Court csnsldor tlraellness for

a coqlplaln t that kas fl"led tin'roly, re[aLlon bac,k, t,hen please

conelcls these anpeals aeldres*ing the pletlrera of *ttaek$ were

eumul"*tive, related ta one anohter, and shoulEl aecrue untll-

the last appeal rel.ster! t.o these attneke occutra,C whf.eh i*'
Eebruary 1, ?018. +'THE STATUTOfiY TOLLING DSATF, BECAUSE T*{ESE

ATTACKB A&E RALATES TO ONA AHOTHERL, It{VIpV[ SAMn AHD SIMILAR

TAR',IIES [iHO i,JOm TOGf;',t'HER, AT TI'ig SA[18 II]SITUTUIOI{ Ar-lD RELATE

TO PLAINTITT HX[ftCISIi II{SIDE THE LAI.] LIBIIAR,Y BTIIC}I INSIrrIOATED

ineisa- r7r-ACKs fiscAustr srArr fliifi.$r. ii] RrAii [#,{ffiu ritslir $EAdcut i t ''

A) which they admlt they have never been trainerj for n) FiavE

t"

no aceredcltted certiflsattone for C) Any leagl ecluications
whi"ch would .avatl thg,m tha *'KNOIdLflDGIi!, rehat ts legal, r*later3
tlo a case, ready for fil.ing .l).o.M. $ 101120.15. The "ONLyn,

nresarilrerd rnethod for searehtng forcpntraband Le (CCn 3l4lt,i])
Sb{AKING PAPrifi$ I}PSIDE I}OIJN To "PREVENI READI&iil'. ssfenc}ants

REPLT T{At"If, PAR,TIES-8
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ersussut falla ar {*11"*rag

Sna dafand*ctr* not* *dmtt that thty r*cc*'vsd t'teely ftrLtn$

undss s.s*s3, *ttK etd)(t), {nar 3l3S**4} Scf*a**n? er&il$ thef6

*s nothL$S, t6 fltgg*ft &hay r{|{0r$ e*runae} far tha tr*sord* Sefanden

dsee nsg ds{ty thar they Y&tr6 a}*a *srvLad on }tcr*h t$n *$e[t

A$A $EtLt SrS tprtl 19, SS&1 *ugga*t a*umasl' esuld have ngn*ro

otI?T 'I'0 AyS[& $gRyxs$ sxrHfiss es eutltned t,*shln ths ]I*'I &"

'Itre*e pert,*.Gc t 8t& *snplpysd by CB*& *t thG tlma cf thcs* E*t*ska

CounssL xas *urvod #$Hssns wft nh f.n*Ludsd tsoe$) as deacrtb*d

*bsvsr &ffid KH#[f eth*r* rculd ba uamad' Th*o *ourt f*u*d ltt

the {ammg6 *het ra1e**on hs*k w*r*b* hav* b*em p*rm$.ttec$ *'If

r$*H F&&yrff$ ts**s mffiffiffi $ffiestp sersffi ts ?!*g sH&I"rlsffi.' {.}*lwH lso

3*31{CSSS? e$&IH# &*S*S} B*qswma eh*se de$*mdan*e qwere q*rw*d

f;w*es and *sxnssl sefussd es,sepgeffi.e* #u&&dst hed fhe *nurt

h*sm na,ts"ftad sf that servt*e l* ry*uld h*va rulmd d*ffe*ntLy.

ffi{.}x t&fi'H ew$sfr{&t{f# MAY $?X&,L $ffi I)EHMHB TIHELY
*oxp g? &ffi{"#rK$ ee*& Y* ?HH *&rfi *y t}{n ?x}*milY rxtgp
s[sAFrN6 oo ASGSCS Lt* v ttffigsH pA* R&H *e?65 f 3d 9991 t

Xe *s tyrue 8k* Cmur*, dented x*que*.& tm amn*nd Eh* c*mp[a[xl

*.n *.t,e en**.re*p &# e Bh$-rd am6nde$ **etp}"atn* the *swft, *esle

tu$th fw$ora}. smd m**** f,sw, f'g*&SeL L*SW StItrSS$T ffiAi4X&S IS ePf*
g*pnr*rffi ffi ffieFfs sg#sss&$?s rffi*y HA$ffi &ffiEs Fetrt$tr#ffs x&ffiffiTffiHffi

AS S*g$ A#S *trHXeL $HS$Lffi Eg LXffiXT&& ?* &*Tg#H$ ?f{&y wffiftg ffi*?

peHva$$$bY 3$gffitrPgffi$ x?{ sHr*xs&t *sf{pI"&rHr. (t$omuffin }{ngg*$ssgn

em*VH) f,*S*p. $S*$ - &** {*} wfusthsr aery*ne *me $.mp*r**$"b!"e1

fut*.I"m &*q*&*s be3r*md pln{"mtf.ff, e*$ersl mu*t bq sp$mtruedil

He*f?IP$K &SSXI{ fram*lmem**$., 8SS fBd nS4&3 {tg$g& f*are dsfemdar***

sdss&t *hst the **rv*,e* trsw #f,tg}"e ke*su*e they regeu&a$ *t,
twi.c,*" t&mm**nx$)

SEPLY ffiEMNWfi P&&?Tffi$S
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As ,liscussed above (tla'ruaar DISASTHS,, rUilLIC CALAIiITY,

HCONOMIC DISASTHR ) would guatr"ify in this case besause the

ent,ire 2A2* from ApriL until Deeenber was such that it locke<i

plaintif f into a eell rnrithout any resourses, aeqess to library
whieir would have allowed irirc to prepare and have these papers

sdervld. On top of this iorhen plaintif f f iled the *'alleged third
amended conrplai.nl in March 202L" clerk of the Court, rejected

&cces to slJmnions to serve anyone clairning the Court rejeeted

the TAC filing, nraking it impossible for plaintiff fo have

t,hese records servied by off,ic,ial agents. The Court found

in BENSEL V ALLIED PILOT ASSN 3S7 f3d 2gS that such relation
back withi t,he origina} d sets of vc fact.s would sland if
they originated out af the same sels of facts outliaecl in the

original eornplaint. This date is May 2018 and Septernber 2-020,

wtrich these facts begi"n at the dates of the attacks which

,,EVERYONE i{A} BAEN N0TIFIETJ'i they are being named, ident,ifiecl

by a*t,ion (O1SCU$SED ABOVE) Be*ause this Court stated the

defenants had not been servied when i'tr fact they hacS suggest

ehat tire court woul"d have ciecideci otherrrise in fhe July 13 
'

2A2L rtrling. The court did suggest a<lcling another cause of

acrion may a;lo be tiileIy, "IF SERVED WIT[iIt{ TriE Ti"lREE YEARS"

ccP 583,210. The natur&I disaster PANDAMIC r^roul<I extend that

date undar 583, 240(d) because the serviee was .made irapossible

begause of acts beyond plaineiff Eontrol' (Court ru1e3;20*2S)

(court ruling t+it3-?L) StaEing ttrat, Yablonsky also met that

st,andard.(pRaTt Y GAMBOA lio- 17-ev-4375)

The Court added lhat even federal law allor*s

St.TCh ECtiONS',1F THH DEFET{BASTS HAB BEET{ SERVXD PRIOR TO OEAD,L

RUpf-Y NAl4It;G PAkTIIS--1"0

It t,
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CIcfsndsnt,trs o&w edmlt they rseai"ved Euoh *aruteet

reJe*tlng It. Ttrta ts the defarrdente fatlurs, atrua Chare defe

aroa€ out of tha e*me set,s sf empl.oyeos r sa&s scts ef ft*f,s t

et tha sase aets of eausee of s*t.lsn that naoed dafandane had

baea e*rv*d I Bi$rG eouneEl knas t'?HE O*I6II{AL SSHSI,AIHT INCLUSE*

SSBSnt t In trsuld hava bean eounoal dutSf to l.nqr:lra whrethor

these defendsnte sre stf,tr,l empelyed by OSf;* *,u eoma faahi,on

or tcheBher CSCR vae stll1 respotlslble for Bhoas partrtreu whr

nare Ldsntlfsd ar being eused tn thel-r '*OF$I[I*L CAfASXIYtI

as rallae lndtfvldua].. therefor66 raJeetlon of ccrriee rag

&R Bruor had plainttff been noGlffad *ounccL reJactccl auch

&str!rr.G&*, C*run*al adds that they mtgh*, nst repraeont thcaa

;dsf{enda&ts. The fact thaso defoudunf,fi werwe a[ueady td*nttf led

f,nths orLgtual eompl,etnt,, as tUOUSl and thc{r acttous r.er&

daserLsd as rell as exhlbite Bupporttils thelr Bartlelpatlon
lnthts caso euggeet thay "sHGUtr BE $*HEI)", eEilIHt BADro coxp

401, us 3?*(rqrr) mre*a defsndanlr !16ro glven fatr netl.sen

F$rrss $fATEs xxffiL 60HIt V AVmHtr$ rHC A01? t 6 Dr$f tfixrs
sa36)*t tilssRs v LA smpr os, ptlB $ApE?y 935 f$d d$3?{t0rt} under

BUMBBR AFr$ orhar leu (+96 us 14?((7te f .*uBp"141)$ufftlugHtAL
PIEADTH6 HAY Bg rrtEs A? AI{Y srAcB' gt/EH suHHAnt JUDc!{Bfl?t I

safandanta mlaargue rolatlon bsEk. (D*fellt-14) rlre
mannsr vhiEh relatluen baek rorka tf prnLnti.ff msy axFlatn,
ta that tf rhe sats Ef q facta ourtllnsd Htthr,;rtha or!,gtnm!.
eomaplklmt *-dsnfled aeti.o&e but ldenttfed elafm* nst Eu&t6,
sr defendants not n*ned, rol.at!.en bsek ets$ds sn alt fsura.
JOHHSOT{ V MAHMS?H Rg€ IHC 975 fzd 604(gt}r elr 1993} the ds
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acting ln eoncert, eollusions, ln cornblnations of acclors derlv

ing from the same sets of, aetions shalL be joined as defendants
C.C.P.$ 379 ALL PBRSONS MAY BE JOIUIdED II{ ONE ACTION

AS DETENDAN?S IT THERE IS ASSERTED ASAINST THEM ANY

RIGHT TO RELIET JOINTLY,SEVERALLY, IN THE f,NE ALTSRNAT

rN REPSECT Or OR ARTSING OUT OF SAI'18 TRANSACTTONS, OGCUR

ANCES, SERTES 0r'TRANSACTTONS OR OCCURANCES, rT rS NoT

NECSSSARY THAT EACH DEEENDANT BE INTERESTED AS TCI EVERY

CAUSE OF ACTION OR AS TO ALL RELIAF PRAYED FOR. Where

t"he plaintiff {.n i.n clor-rlrt ae to th* pcrson from wilotii

he is entitLecl to re<Iress, he t'MA.Yt' join Lwo or rnore
defendants, with the int,ent that the question aB to
which, if aoyr of the defendants are liable, to what
exaent rnay he determined between partles

Ae a result of these facts, ancl dafenqlents arguemnt
'thts court ehould Sranbt the sum$ons anrl orders to s€r$e defend
fio that t'his case rnay get on track. under eallfornl.o. law thts
s&ae muet find trial utthln f,lve years of the fl.llng.
:tc'c'p' $ stts, 310 *'AN Ac?roN $HALL BE sR$uGI{? To rRrAL LrrrHrr{
PIYfi YgAtS Ar?aR TI{E AcxTICIFt COHI'|ENCBD UPCIN T}IE r}EFEt{tr}ANTS,,

'7'rrLr- +he facts of this ce'eo ther* rs auffr.euent trme for
sorvics of surndnons, and ehoudl defendants require cliecovery,
there is plenty of time for that to ooe.ur Hlthout offencJl.ng
statutory deadline$. t{ithin
there is suffielent ree0sds

the cornplaint
indicattng the

and exhibits attac
se proposed defendanshould be namecl and r,iefendants argurnent f.ails to say otherwis
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ll Granr rhe namtru ,Fu$lFXn*"o.*
! ) {)rder summonS servlc,e

John Henry yabl"onsky
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SWORN DECLABATION BY JOHN YABLONSKY

John h*nry yablonnkY an e*lul.t over the ege sf con

"., "l'i
rdingq plainttff nerl ," f )

Tha
make the
Cef endent,
the pena;

r1
fo1
80
Itv

l"sn to plainti request to n&me Part
p€rJury es followe

10 That t am &n lnmate and pertv to thts actton

2) That the facts out,lined withln this reply ate
fhe truth aceorcii.ng to knowledge

3) ?that Lhe facts orrtllnerl wlthln this replv Btre

;r;*;R*ri.altaed hy ttre eeeond arnd nded coilllplatnt.
ff.led vrtth thts Court and has been aerved upon

the alreayd narnded f defendanesd
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4) That the iesues wltirin this reply are suppoureri
by *tatuf,e

5) That tf called to t,estlfy wtll srate the same

under othe ina court of law under nenalty or
perfj ury

6) T'Yhat lf ealled to tesrify wlll etate the same

OPctotber 14k, ?0?1 John yabLonstcy

REPLY HAHIHC PARTIES.B


