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CITY OF LOS ANGELES, on its own 
behalf and on behalf of the People of 
the State of California, 

Counterclaim-Plaintiff, 

v. 

TURO INC., ERIC KWAN, ANDRAS 
SMULOVICS, and ANDREY 
KORNAKOV D/B/A 101 CAR 
RENTAL, 

Counterclaim-Defendants. Complaint filed: July 12, 2018 
Trial Date:  November 3, 2020 
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