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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

MICHAEL BROWN, MICHAEL Case No. GIC 782740
LANNEN, individually and on hchalf of
other members of the general public ORDER GRANTING MOTION FOR
similarly situated, CLASS CERTIFICATION AND
RULINGS AS TO CERTAIN
Plaintiffs, EVIDENTIARY OBJECTIONS
v.

RLLW, INC., RLW, INC.; JACKIE
ROBINSON; MICHAEL LOYD; FLINTIE
RAY WILLIAMS; and DOES 1 through
50, inclusive,

Defendants.

Plaintiffs’ motion for class certification came on regularly for hearing December 13,
2002, at 8:30 a.m., before the Hon. Vincent P. Di Tiglia, judge presiding. Edward J. Wynne
and J. E. B. Pickett appeared as counsel for Plaintiffs. Greg Lander appeared as counsel for
Plaintiff Overton. Jennifer N. Lutz and Christopher G. Garber appeared as counsel for
Defendants. Having taken the matter under submission, the Court rules as follows.

Plaintiffs’ motion to certify a class of all current and former Restaurant General
Managers (“RGMs”) at the 64 Pizza Hut restaurants owned and operated by RLLW from
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[image: image2.png]February 5, 1998 to the present is granted. In granting the motion, the Court concludes that
Plaintiffs have demonstrated that this is an ascertainable class and that there is a well-
defined community of interest in the questions of law and fact involved. As to this latter
finding, the Court concludes that common questions of law or fact predominate; the class
representatives” claims are typical of the class and the class representatives can adequately
represent the class. Finally, the Court concludes that a class action is superior in this case to
other methods available for adjudicating this controversy.

During the hearing on the motion to certify, defense counsel requested rulings as to
certain evidentiary objections. Counsel first requested an evidentiary ruling on the
objection to pleadings, orders and/or court transcripts from the unrelated matters of
Aguardo, et al. v. Pizza Hut, Inc., PacPizza, LLC (San T'rancisco Superior Court Case No.
994947) and Crandall v. U-Haul (Los Angeles Superior ‘Court Case No. BC178775). Those
objections are sustained.

Defendants also requested rulings s to the class member declarations. Numerous
declarations were submitted to which scparatc evidentiary objections were lodged
Although certain details varied from one declaration to the next, the essence of the
declarations and the basis for Defendants’ objections appear to be the same. For that
reason, the Court addresses the objections, collectively, as follows:

(1) The objections to the entirety of the declarations are overruled;

(2) Objections to Para. 3 are overruled;

(3) Objections to the language “and the other fellow Restaurant General Managers”

are sustained; objections to the remainder are overruled;
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[image: image3.png](4) Objections to Para. 5 are overruled;

(5) Objections to Para. 6, first sentence sustained; objections to last sentence
sustained; objections to balance of the paragraph overruled;

(6) Objections to Para. 7, first sentence and the word “consequently” are sustained;
objections to balance of the paragraph overruled;

(7) Objections to Para. 8 are overruled;

(8) Objections to Para. 9, second sentence are overruled; objections to balance of the
paragraph are sustained;

(9) Objections to Para. 10 as the statements relate to other RGMs are sustained; the
objections to the first sentence of Para. 10 are sustained; the objections to the
balance of the paragraph are overruled;

(10)  Objections to Para. 11 are sustained;

(11)  Objections to Para. 13 are sustained;

(12)  Objections to Para. 14 are sustained

Finally, at the time of the hearing, defense counsel requested rulings as to various

evidentiary objections lodged by the Plaintiffs. Defendants cited no authority that would
require the Court to rule on an adversary’s objections where the objecting party failed to

request specific rulings. Accordingly, the Court declines to make specific evidentiary
rulings in response to Plaintiffs’ objections.
IT IS SO ORDERED.
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2 VlNCENTP. FIGLIA

Judge of the Superior Court
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