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TO ALL PARTIES AND TO THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT on February 7, 2020 at 2:00 p.m., pursuant
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(a), Plaintiffs move for a preliminary injunction
enjoining enforcement, pending final judgment, of any provision of California Assembly
Bill 5 (2019) against Plaintiffs by Defendant State of California, Defendant Attorney
General Xavier Becerra, his officers, agents, servants, employees, and attorneys, and all
other similarly situated state executive officials. The reasons for granting the motion
are set forth in the accompanying Memorandum in Support.

Plaintiffs request that bond be waived or that the court establish a nominal bond.
This Court may waive the security requirements set forth in Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 65(c) or establish a nominal bond. Barahona-Gomez v. Reno, 167 F.3d 1228,
1237 (9th Cir. 1999). Moreover, the court may waive the bond requirement if imposing
a bond “would have a negative impact on plaintiff’s constitutional rights, as well as the
constitutional rights of other members of the public affected by the policy.” Baca v.
Moreno, 936 F. Supp. 719, 738 (C.D. Cal. 1996).

Dated: January 8, 2020 By: /s/ Theane Evangelis
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