
CASE NO.

In  Th e  Co u r t  o f  Appe a l  

OF THE St a t e  o f  Ca l if o r n ia
Se c o n d  Appe l l a t e  Dis t r ic t , Div is io n  _

Sony Music Entertainment, a Delaware general partnership; John Branca, as Co-Executor 
of the Estate of Michael J. Jackson, and MJJ Productions, Inc., a California corporation.

Petitioners,
V.

Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles, 
Respondent.

Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles Case No. BC 548468 
Hon. Ann I. Jones, Judge; Department 308, 213.351.7508 

Related Appeal Pending, Case No. B276484 
EXHIBITS BOUND SEPARATELY

Vera Serova 
Real Party in Interest

Ve r if ie d  Pe t it io n  f o r  a  Wr it  o f  Ma n d a t e  
Or  Ot h e r  Appr o pr ia t e  Re l ie f

*Zia F. Modabber (SBN 137388), zia.modabber@kattenlaw.com 
Andrew J. Demko (SBN 247320), andrew.demko@kattenlaw.com 

Camille A. Cameron (SBN 307859), camille.eameron@kattenlaw.eom 
Fa t t e n  Mu c h in  Ro s e n ma n  LLP 
2029 Century Park East, Suite 2600 

Los Angeles, CA 90067-3012 
Telephone: 310.788.4400 
Facsimile: 310.788.4471

Attorneys for Petitioners
Sony Musie Entertainment, John Branea, as Co-Executor of the Estate of Miehael J.

Jackson, and MJJ Productions, Inc.

Service on CA Attorney General and L.A. County Distriet Attorney (Cal. Bus. & Prof. 
Code § 17209); Transmission to CA Judieial Council (Cal. Civ. Proc. Code § 425.16)ww
w.
th
em
jca
st.
co
m

mailto:zia.modabber@kattenlaw.com
mailto:andrew.demko@kattenlaw.com
mailto:camille.eameron@kattenlaw.eom


CERTIFICATE OF INTERESTED ENTITIES OR PERSONS

The undersigned, appellate counsel for Petitioners Sony Music 

Entertainment, John Branca, as Co-Executor of the Estate of Michael J. 

Jackson, and MJJ Productions, Inc., certifies that Sony Music Holdings,

Inc. and USCO SUB EEC each has an ownership interest of ten percent or 

more in Petitioner Sony Music Entertainment. The undersigned further 

certifies that the Estate of Michael J. Jackson has an ownership interest of

The soleten percent or more in Petitioner MJJ Productions, Inc. 

beneficiary of the Estate under Michael Jackson’s will is the Michael 

Jackson Family Trust (the “Trust”). Mr. Branca is the currently serving

Co-Trustee of the Trust. The beneficiaries under the Trust are (1) Michael

Jackson’s three minor children, Michael Joseph Jackson, Jr., Paris-Michael 

Katherine Jackson, and Prince Michael Jackson II; (2) Michael Jackson’s 

mother, Katherine Jackson; and (3) unnamed charities.

KATTEN MUCHIN ROSE^MAN EEPDated: August 29, 2016

By:

Attoroys for I^etitioners
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INTRODUCTION

Petitioners Sony Music Entertainment, John Branca, as Co-Executor

of the Estate of Michael J. Jackson, and MJJ Productions, Inc.

(“Petitioners”) filed an anti-SLAPP motion, and the trial court refused to 

rule on it. Through this verified petition. Petitioners request the Court issue 

a peremptory writ of mandate directing the trial court to rule and issue an 

order on their motion. Without this extraordinary relief. Petitioners will be 

deprived of their statutory rights to file an anti-SLAPP motion and appeal

any adverse decision.

Real party in interest Vera Serova (the “Plaintiff’) filed what 

Petitioners considered to be a legally deficient First Amended Complaint on

In response to it. Petitioners filed an anti-SLAPP 

motion on February 3, 2016 (the “Anti-SLAPP Motion” or “Motion”), 

arguing that the anti-SLAPP statue covered the subject matter of the 

lawsuit—the recording and distribution of music—and that because 

Plaintiffs causes of action failed to state a claim, she could never meet her

January 11, 2016.

burden of demonstrating a prima facie case that she would prevail. In 

response. Plaintiff requested discovery in an attempt to establish her prima

facie case.

Petitioners argued that discovery was unwarranted because their 

Motion was brought on the ground that Plaintiff failed to state a claim 

purely as a matter of law, and therefore discovery was irrelevant.

1
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To resolve the issue, and through party and eourt diseussions 

spearheaded by now-retired Judge Jane Johnson (and supported by ample 

authority), the parties entered into a stipulation whereby the Anti-SLAPP 

Motion would be litigated first on the legal issue of whether Plaintiff had 

stated a claim before any discovery would be permitted.

After the parties entered into that stipulation, Judge Johnson retired 

and the case was reassigned. With no notice that the prior stipulation and 

plan would be an issue, the parties completed the briefing on Petitioners’

Motion.

On June 30, 2016, the trial court held a hearing on the Motion. The

trial court refused to rule on the Motion because it concluded Judge

Johnson’s and the parties’ stipulation was procedurally improper. The trial 

court noted that by withholding a ruling, it was preventing Petitioners from 

appealing.^ Petitioners requested that they be allowed to re-file the Motion 

to cure the supposed procedural defects. But the trial court denied that 

request. It then set a hearing date for class certification. At the same time, 

it forbid Petitioners from challenging the legal sufficiency of the pleading,

‘ Because the trial court’s June 30, 2016 decision effectively denied 
Petitioners’ Motion, Petitioners filed a notice of appeal, Court of Appeal of 
California, Second Appellate District, No. B276484. (App. Vol. 4, Exh. 25 
at 712.) In an abundance of caution. Petitioners file this writ petition m 

the Court of Appeal finds the trial court’s (non) decision is not a final, 
appealable order.
case

2
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though Petitioners had not yet responded to the First Amendedeven

Complaint.

The Court should issue the requested writ because the trial court

does not have discretion to refuse to rule on an anti-SLAPP motion and

effectively deny a party the statutory right to seek the relief afforded under 

the statute, specifically including the right to appeal a decision. The Court 

of Appeal should make that clear and preserve Petitioners’ rights under

California’s anti-SLAPP statute.

THE PETITION

Petitioners petition this Court for a writ of mandate directed to 

respondent Superior Court for the County of Los Angeles and by this 

verified petition allege:

Petitioners are Sony Music Entertainment, John Branca, as 

Co-Executor of the Estate of Michael J. Jackson, and MJJ Productions, Inc.,

1.

defendants in the underlying litigation captioned Vera Serova v. Sony 

Music Entertainment, et al. No. BC 548468, Los Angeles Superior Court. 

A related appeal is pending in the Court of Appeal of California, Second 

Appellate District, No. B276484.

Respondent is the Superior Court for the County of Los2.

Angeles.

Real party in interest is Vera Serova, the plaintiff in the3.

underlying litigation.

3
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4. The exhibits accompanying this Petition and the

Memorandum of Points and Authorities are true and correct copies of

pleadings in the underlying litigation. The pages have been consecutively 

numbered and any citations herein refer to that consecutive pagination for

ease of use.

On June 12, 2014, Plaintiff filed a putative class action 

against Petitioners in the Superior Court for the County of Los Angeles.

5.

(App. Vol. 1, Exh. 1 at 1.)^

The parties stayed the case to pursue a private settlement in6.

mediation. (App. Vol. 1, Exh. 2 at 13.)

On November 18, 2015, the parties informed the trial court7.

that their settlement discussions had reached an impasse. At that time.

Petitioners also informed the trial court of their intention to file an anti- 

SLAPP motion pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 

425.16. Plaintiff claimed she needed discovery to oppose it. (App. Vol. 1,

Exh. 2 at 14-15.)

The trial court made several rulings at the November 25, 20158.

status conference concerning Petitioners’ Anti-SLAPP Motion. In essence, 

the trial court ruled that Petitioners should file their Anti-SLAPP Motion

^ “App. Vol. 1, Exh. 1” refers to Exhibit 1 in Volume 1 of the Appendix 
filed in conjunction with this writ petition.

4
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and then the trial court would determine through a joint statement whether

discovery was warranted. (App. Vol. 1, Exh. 3 at 18.)

Plaintiff filed a First Amended Complaint on January 11,9.

2016. (App. Vol. 1, Exh. 4 at 21.)

Petitioners filed their Notice of Motion and Motion to Strike10.

Pursuant to California’s Anti-SLAPP Statute on February 3, 2016. (App.

Vol. 1, Exhs. 5-7 at 41.) Defendants Edward Joseph Cascio, James Victor 

Porte, and Angelikson Productions, EEC also filed a Notice of Motion and

Motion to Strike Pursuant to California’s Anti-SLAPP Statute on February

3, 2016. (App. Vol. 1, Exhs. 8-9 at 92.)

The parties submitted a joint statement and two supplements 

to the joint statement addressing Plaintiffs request for discovery. (App.

11.

Vols. 1-2, Exhs. 10-15 at 265, 278, 304, 309, 316.)

The trial court held a status conference on March 30, 2016,12.

during which it worked with the parties to reach a stipulation concerning 

discovery and presentation of the issues to be decided on the Motion.

(App. Vol. 2, Exh. 16 at 326.)

On April 13, 2016, the parties filed the stipulation, which13.

provided the following:

The trial court would hear the Anti-SLAPP Motion ina.

one or more phases.

5
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The first phase would be limited to whether Petitioners 

had demonstrated that the conduct alleged in the First Amended Complaint 

arose out of protected activity (the first “prong” of an anti-SLAPP analysis) 

and whether the various alleged representations on which Plaintiff based 

her causes of action for a violation of the Unfair Competition Law (“UCL”)

b.

and the Consumer Legal Remedies Act (“CLRA”) are not actionable as a 

matter of law because (i) they are non-commercial speech or are 

inextricably intertwined with non-commercial speech; or (ii) no reasonable

person could be deceived by them.

Any other issues with a potential anti-SLAPP analysis 

would be reserved in the event the trial court found one or more of the

c.

statements actionable. (App. Vol. 2, Exh. 17 at 352-54.)

supported by ample authority, 

Super. Cl, 117 Cal. App. 4th 1156,

14. The stipulation was

particularly Garment Workers Ctr. v.

1161 (2004). In that case, the defendants filed an anti-SLAPP motion in a 

libel case, arguing that the plaintiff had not alleged a claim. Over the

defendants’ objections, the trial court permitted limited discovery, two 

three-hour depositions of the defendants’ employees. Despite the tight 

restraints on discovery, the Court of Appeal found that the trial court 

abused its discretion in permitting any discovery at all. The Court held the 

trial court should have resolved the threshold issue of whether the plaintiff 

had sufficiently alleged actual malice before permitting any discovery.

6
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Petitioners asked for the same from the trial court. (App. Vol. 2, Exhs. 14

andExh. 17 at 311-12, 352-54.)

Shortly after the parties filed their stipulation, the ease was 

reassigned to Judge Ann I. Jones, effective May 2, 2016. (App. Vol. 2,

15.

Exh. 18 at 362.)

Plaintiff filed her Opposition to Petitioners’ Motion to Strike16.

Pursuant to California’s Anti-SLAPP Statute on May 16, 2016. (App. Vol.

2, Exh. 19 at 367.)

Petitioners filed their Reply in Support of their Motion to 

Strike Pursuant to California’s Anti-SLAPP Statute on June 16, 2016. 

(App. Vol. 2, Exh. 20 at 398.) Defendants Edward Joseph Cascio, James 

Victor Porte, and Angelikson Productions, EEC also filed a Reply in 

Support of their Motion to Strike Pursuant to California’s Anti-SEAPP 

Statute on June 16, 2016. (App. Vols. 2-3, Exhs. 21-22 at 419.)

The parties and the trial court held a hearing on Petitioners’ 

Anti-SLAPP Motion on June 30, 2016. (App. Vol. 4, Exh. 23 at 678.)

The trial court found that the procedure that the court and the 

parties had agreed upon was procedurally improper and that it would not 

rule on Petitioners’ Anti-SLAPP Motion. (App. Vol. 4, Exh. 23 at 692: 18-

17.

18.

19.

22.)

In particular, the trial court appeared not to agree that the 

of whether the speech was non-commercial was dispositive of

20.

issue

7
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(See, e.g., Rezec v. SonyPlaintiffs UCL and CLRA causes of action.

Pictures, Inc., 116 Cal. App. 4th 135, 139 (2004) [“California's consumer

protection laws, like the Unfair Competition Law, govern only

So now fm baek in SLAPP land. There’s ancommercial speech”].):

exemption to the exception, so / never have to reach the issue of whether

this is noncommercial speech, assuming arguendo you had made the

In short, the trial eourt erroneously assumed that the seeondargument.

prong of the anti-SLAPP analysis, whether Plaintiff demonstrated a prima 

faeie ease that she could prevail, did not require an analysis of whether the

speech at issue was non-commereial. As a result of that legal error, the trial 

court concluded it could not rule on Petitioners’ Motion. (App. Vol. 4,

Exh. 23 at 692: 18-22, 693:3-6.)

The trial court found Petitioners’ Motion proeedurally21.

improper and refused to let them re-file it or otherwise challenge the legal 

suffieiency of Plaintiffs First Amended Complaint. The trial eourt also 

refused to enter an order, stating speeifieally that beeause she was not

ruling, there eould be no appeal.

What is strange, and again, this is no ruling, this is 

not anything you can appeal from, I’m declining to

rule on this motion because I don’t have a eonstruct

that eomports with the requirements of the anti-

SLAPP statutes.

8
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(App. Vol. 4, Exh. 23 at 692: 18-22.)

The trial also court denied Petitioners’ request to re-file the22.

motion or challenge the legal sufficiency of the First Amended Complaint.

(App. Vol. 4, Exh. 23 at 694: 6-28, 695: 17-27, 696: 14-26, 698: 23-28,

699: 1-6.) And it ordered Petitioners to respond to the First Amended

Complaint within 30 days, set a filing date for the motion for class

certification of August 28, 2017, and set a further status conference for

September 14, 2016. (App. Vol. 4, Exhs. 23-24 at 699: 15-24, 710-11.)

Prayer for Relief

Petitioners pray that this Court:

Issue a peremptory writ of mandate or other appropriate relief1.

directing respondent Superior Court to issue an appealable order on

Petitioners’ Anti-SLAPP Motion.

Award Petitioners their costs of suit.2.

Grant Petitioners such other relief as may be just and proper.3.

KATTEN MUCHIN ROSENMAN LLP 
Zia F. Modabber 
Andrew J. Demko 
Camille Cameron

Dated: August 29, 2016

By:
ia F. M6dab6

AttorMys for Petitioners

V
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VERIFICATION

I, Zia F. Modabber, hereby deelare as follows:

I am an attorney at the law firm of Katten Muehin Rosenman 

LLP, counsel of record for Petitioners Sony Music Entertainment, John 

Branca as co-Executor of the Estate of Michael Jackson, and MJJ 

Productions, Inc. in connection with the underlying litigation and this 

Petition.

1.

I have read the foregoing Petition for Writ of Mandate or 

Other Appropriate Relief and know its contents. The facts alleged in the 

Petition are known to me based on my knowledge of the trial court 

proceedings, and I know these facts as stated therein to be true. Because of 

my familiarity with the records, files, and proceedings described herein, I, 

rather than my clients, verify this petition.

Executed on August 29, 2016, at Los Angeles, California.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and

2.

correct.

A
Zid F. Modabber
/

10
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I. ISSUES PRESENTED

The Petition presents one issue. Does a trial eourt have diseretion to 

refuse to rule on a special motion to strike, filed pursuant to California

Code of Civil Procedure Section 425.16?

WHY WRIT RELIEF IS ESSENTIALII.

By refusing to rule on Petitioners’ Anti-SLAPP Motion, the trial 

court deprived Petitioners of their statutory right to appeal an order denying

an anti-SLAPP motion. Cal. Civ. Proc. Code § 425.16(h)(i) (“An order

granting or denying a special motion to strike shall be appealable under 

Section 904.1.”); id. § 904.1(a)(13) (“An appeal, other than in a limited 

civil case, is to the court of appeal. An appeal, other than in a limited civil 

may be taken from any of the following: . . . (13) From an order 

granting or denying a special motion to strike under Section 425.16.”). This 

writ is the only way for Petitioners to obtain meaningful relief by having 

this Court direct the trial court to issue an appealable order denying

case.

Petitioners’ Anti-SLAPP Motion.

The writ would also serve the purpose of California’s anti-SLAPP 

statutes. In 1992, the California Legislature expressed concern about “a 

disturbing increase in lawsuits brought primarily to chill the valid exercise 

of the constitutional rights of freedom of speech and petition.” Cal. Code. 

Civ. Proc. § 425.16(a). To address these concerns, California enacted its

11
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anti-SLAPP statute. The Legislature designed the statute to diseourage 

meritless litigation coneerning the exercise of free speech and specifically 

to enable defendants to prevail quickly, by permitting them to file a 

“special” motion to strike soon after a complaint is filed and by permitting 

that ruling to be appealed immediately.

Petitioners filed their Anti-SLAPP Motion days after Plaintiff filed 

her First Amended Complaint. By refusing to rule, the trial court deprived 

Petitioners of their statutory right to challenge Plaintiff s meritless lawsuit 

challenging Michael Jackson’s freedom of self-expression in the form of 

three musical recordings and to appeal any decision denying their Motion.

Writ relief would accomplish the following:

It would reinforce that trial courts do not have discretion to

refuse to rule on a motion to prevent an appeal. See Hope

Int’l Univ. V. Super. Ct, 119 Cal. App. 4th 719, 733 (2004)

(“the trial judge's declining to rule on Hope’s motion for 

summary adjudication because Hope had failed ‘to address 

the various causes of action in its points and authorities’ also 

implicates an issue of continuing importance to all litigators 

in the state”).

Writ relief would also support the Legislature’s judgment 

that cases challenging the freedom of expression, like this 

one, are sufficiently important to require a prompt ruling

12
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after a complaint is filed and the right to an immediate

appeal.

III. STANDARD OF REVIEW

The Court should reach the merits of a writ when one or more of the

following are present: (a) the issue tendered in the writ petition is of

widespread interest or presents a significant and novel constitutional issue; 

(b) the trial court’s order deprived petitioner of an opportunity to present a 

substantial portion of his or her cause of action; (c) conflicting trial court 

interpretations of the law require a resolution of the conflict; (d) the trial 

court’s order is both clearly erroneous as a matter of law and substantially 

prejudices petitioner’s case; (e) the party seeking the writ lacks an adequate 

means, such as a direct appeal, by which to attain relief; and (f) the 

petitioner will suffer harm or prejudice in a manner that cannot be corrected 

on appeal. Omaha Indem. Co. v. Super. Ct., 209 Cal. App. 3d 1266, 1273 

74 (1989). Almost all of these factors weigh in favor of reviewing the writ

on the merits.

IV. ARGUMENT

Th e  Tr ia l  Co u r t ’s  Re f u s a l  To  Ru l e  Is  A Cl e a r  
Abu s e  o f  Dis c r e t io n  Th a t  Su b s t a n t ia l l y  Pr e ju d ic e s  
Pe t it io n e r ’s  Ca s e  An d  Pr e v e n t e d  Th em  Fr o m  
Pr e s e n t in g  A Su b s t a n t ia l  Po r t io n  Of  Th e ir  
De f e n s e .

There is no question that a trial court may not decline to rule on a 

motion to prevent an appeal. Indeed, there is not even any authority for the

A.

13

ww
w.
th
em
jca
st.
co
m



proposition because it likely has never happened. And the Courts of 

Appeal have granted writ petitions for much less. See Hope Int’l Univ. v. 

Super. Ct., 119 Cal. App. 4th 719, 733 (2004); see also Hassanally v. 

Firestone, 51 Cal. App. 4th 1241, 1245 (1996) (noting that a judge’s delay 

in rendering a decision “may be the basis for a writ of mandate under 

[California] Code of Civil Procedure section 1085 to compel the court to

make a decision”).

The trial court’s refusal to rule deprived Petitioners of their statutory 

The Legislature determined that free speech rights were sorights.

important that defendants should have the ability to challenge lawsuits 

against them quickly and have the right to an immediate appeal of what 

would otherwise be a non-appealable, interlocutory order. See Cal. Civ.

Proc. Code § 425.16(h)(i) (“An order granting or denying a special motion 

to strike shall be appealable under Section 904.1.”); id. § 904.1(a)(13) (“An 

appeal, other than in a limited civil case, is to the court of appeal. An 

appeal, other than in a limited civil case, may be taken from any of the 

following: ... (13) From an order granting or denying a special motion to 

strike under Section 425.16.”).

14
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It is clear from the transcript that the trial eourt found Petitioners’ 

Anti-SLAPP Motion to be procedurally deficient.^ But instead of simply 

issuing an order saying that, it purposefully decided not to rule to deprive 

Petitioners of their appellate rights. It deeided that despite the Legislature’s 

judgment that these rulings may be appealed immediately, there had been 

too mueh delay, and the ease should move on to elass eertifieation. (App.

Vol. 4, Exhs. 23-24 at 699: 15-24, 710-11.)

To avoid the prejudice of having to brief elass certification on a case 

in whieh the trial eourt refused to rule on a properly filed and timely anti- 

SLAPP motion, this Court should direet the trial eourt to enter an order on

the Motion.

Pe t it io n e r s  Ma y  La c k  An  Ad e q u a t e  Mea n s  To  
At t a in  Re l ie f  By  Dir e c t  Appe a l .

Petitioners have filed this writ in an abundance of eaution. They 

also timely filed a notiee of appeal because the trial court’s (non)ruling had 

the effect of an order denying their Anti-SLAPP Motion. See Griset v. Fair

B.

25 Cal. App. 4th 688, 698 (2001) (thePolitical Practices Comm’n, 

substance and effect of the judgment—not its label—determines whether it 

is “final” and appealable); Dana Point Safe Harbor Collective v. Super. Cl, 

51 Cal. 4th 1, 5 (2010) (“It is not the form of the decree but the substance

Petitioners eontend that the proeedure agreed upon by the parties and 
the trial eourt was procedurally proper. See Garment Workers Ctr. v. Super 
Cl, 117 Cal. App. 4th 1156, 1161 (2004).

3
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and effect of the adjudication which is determinative.”) (internal quotations

and citations omitted).

In the event the Court finds the non-ruling is not a final, appealable 

order, Petitioners respectfully request the Court grant this writ and direct

the trial court to issue one.

Pe t it io n e r s  Wo u l d  Su f f e r  Su b s t a n t ia l  Ha r m  If  
Th e y  Ha v e  To  Wa it  Fo r  An  Appe a l  Fo l l o w in g  A 
Ju d g me n t .

The Legislature has already made a reasoned judgment that 

defendants, like Petitioners, facing a lawsuit challenging their public speech 

should not have to litigate a case through final judgment before having a 

decision on an early motion from both the trial court and the Court of 

Appeal. But instead of honoring the Legislature’s judgment, the trial court 

is attempting to force Petitioners to discovery and class certification before 

it will permit a motion challenging the merits of Plaintiff s First Amended 

Complaint. This will be time and resource consuming for Petitioners, and 

is something that may be avoidable if the Court of Appeal heard and 

decided a de novo appeal from the trial court’s ruling on Petitioner’s Anti-

C.

SLAPP Motion.

Instead, the trial court is depriving Petitioners of their statutory 

rights in an effort to move the case along more quickly. This is not a 

sufficient justification to deprive Petitioners of their statutory rights.

16
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V. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Petitioners respeetfully request that the 

Court grant their writ petition and direet the trial court to issue an 

appealable order on their Anti-SLAPP Motion.

KATTEN MUCHIN ROSENMAN LLP 
Zia F. Modabber 
Andrew J. Demko 
Camille Cameron

Dated: August 29, 2016

By:
Zia F. M(Mabber 

Attornws for Petttioners
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CERTIFICATE OF WORD COUNT

I hereby certify pursuant to Rule 8.204(c)(1) of the California Rules 

of Court that Appellants’ Opening Brief contains 3,460 words, excluding 

the tables and this certificate. Counsel relies on the word count of the word

processing program used to prepare this brief

FATTEN MUCHIN ROSENMAN LLP 
Zia F. Modabber 
Andrew J. Demko 
Camille Cameron

Dated: August 29, 2016

By:
Xia F. Modabber 

Atto^€ys for Petitioners
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PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I am a resident of the State of California, over the age of eighteen years, and not a 
party to the within aetion. My business address is Katten Muehin Rosenman LLP, 2029 
Century Park East, Suite 2600, Los Angeles, CA 90067-3012.

On August 29, 2016,1 served the foregoing doeument deseribed as VERIFIED 
PETITION FOR A WRIT OF MANDATE OR OTHER APPROPRIATE RELIEF 
as follows:

By Overnight Courier. I eaused the above-refereneed doeument(s) to be 
delivered to an overnight eourier serviee (Federal Express), for delivery to the 
address(es) listed on the attaehed service list.X

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
above is true and correct.

Executed on August 29, 2016 at Los Angeles, California.

ADELLE SHAFER
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SERVICE LIST

Attorneys for Plaintiff Vera SerovaRay E. Gallo, rgallo@g:allo-law.com
Dominic Valerian, dvalerian@gallo-law.com
GALLO LLP
1299 4* Street, Suite 505
San Rafael, CA 94901
Tel: (415) 257-8800
Fax: (415) 257-8844

Attorneys for Defendants Sony Music 
Entertainment; MJJProductions, Inc.; and 
John Branca, as co-executor of the Estate 
of Michael J. Jackson

Howard Weitzman, 
hweitzman@kwikalaw. com
Suann C. Macisaac,
smacisaac@kwikalaw.com
KINSELLA WEITZMAN ISER KUMP
& ALDISERT LLP
808 Wilshire Blvd., FI. 3
Santa Monica, CA 90401
Te: (310) 566-9811
Fax: (310) 566-9850

Bryan J. Freedman, bfreedman@ftllp.com 
Jordan Susman, isusman@ftllp.com 
Sean M. Hardy, 'smhardv@,ftllp.com 
FREEDMAN AND TAITELMAN, LLP 
1901 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
Tel: (310)201-0005 
Fax: (310)201-0045

Clerk of the Superior Court 
Los Angeles County, Central Civil West 
Attn: Hon. Ann I. Jones, Dept. 308 
600 South Commonwealth Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90005

Attorneys for Defendants Edward Joseph 
Cascio, James Victor Porte, and 
Angelikson Productions EEC

California Attorney General’s Office 
(https ://oag.ca. gov/services-info)
Appellate Coordinator 
Office of the Attorney General 
Consumer Law Section 
300 S. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1230

Los Angeles County District Attorney’s Office 
http://da.co.la.ca.us/contact/office-
directorv/consumer-protection
Consumer Protection Division 
211 West Temple Street, Suite 1000 
Los Angeles, CA 90012
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