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XAVIER BECERRA
Attorney General of California
TAMAR PACHTER
Supervising Deputy Attorney General 
JOSE A. ZELIDON-ZEPEDA
Deputy Attorney General 
State Bar No. 227108 

455 Golden Gate Avenue, Suite 11000 
San Francisco, CA  94102-7004 
Telephone:  (415) 510-3879 
Fax:  (415) 703-1234 
E-mail:  Jose.ZelidonZepeda@doj.ca.gov 

Attorneys for the State of California and Attorney 
General Xavier Becerra, in his official capacity 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

WESTERN DIVISION 

LYDIA OLSON; et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA; et al., 

Defendants. 

2:19-CV-10956-DMG-RAO 

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS 
AND AUTHORITIES 
SUPPORTING DEFENDANTS’ 
MOTION TO DISMISS 

Date: April 24, 2020 
Time: 9:30 a.m. 
Courtroom: 8C, 8th Floor 
Judge: Hon. Dolly M. Gee 
Trial Date: Not set 
Action Filed: December 30, 2019
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