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TO THE COURT, ALL PARTIES, AND THEIR RESPECTIVE COUNSEL OF
RECORD:

Pursuant to California Rules of Court, Rule 3.300 and Los Angeles Supertor
Court Local Rule 7.3(f) ("Local Rule 7.3(f)"); defendant Lamps Plus, Inc. hereby gives

Notice of the following related action:

Taylor v. Lamps Plus, Inc. et al. (Los Angeles Superior Court Case No.
BC364417) (filed January 8, 2007 and assigned for all purposes to the Honorable Victoria

Chaney) (the "Los Angeles action").

I
THIS ACTION AND_;I‘HE. LOS ANGELES ACTION ARE "RELATED"

California Rules of Court, Rule 3.300 states: "An action or proceeding is
‘related’ to another when both: (1) Involve the same parties and are based on the same or
similar claims; or (2) Involve the same property, transaction, or event; or (3) Involve

substantially the same facts and the same questions of law." Local Rule 7.3(f) states:

"A civil case may be ordered related to other case(s) . . . by the court when it
appears that the cases: a) Arise from the same or substantially identical
transactions, happenings or events; or b) Require a determination of the same or
substantially identical questions of law and/or fact; or c) Are likely for other good
reasons to require substantial duplication of labor if heard by different judges. [sic]
d) Are the same or substantially similar to a prior case in the Superior Court that has
been dismissed, either with or without prejudice.

This action and the Los Angecles action are "related” because they "[a]rise
from the same or substantially identical transactions, happenings or events," and "[r]equire

a determination of the same or substantially identical questions of law and/or fact.”
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1 In the Los Angeles action, the plaintiff makes class allegations against

21| Lamps Plus, Inc. and Lamps Plus Centennial, Inc. for violations of Song-Beverly. (Exh. 1,
31199 1-33). Specifically, the plaintiff claims that Lamps Plus, Inc. and Lamps Plus

4 " Centennial, Inc. "request and record e-mail addresses and telephone numbets from
customers using credit cards at the point of-sale in [their] retail establishments." (Id., § 2).
The plaintiff purports to bring this action "on behalf of an ascertainable statewide class
consisting of ail persons in California from whom [Lamps Plus, Inc. and Lamps Plus

Centennial, Inc.] required and recorded personal identification information as part of a

e Y O

credit card transaction.” (Id., §21).

i0
11 In this action, the plaintiff makes class allegations against Lamps Plus, Inc.

12 |} for violations of the Song-Beverly Act, the unfair competition law ("UCL"), and the

13 {{ Consumer Legal Remedies Act ("CLRA"). (Exh. 2, 1}12 1-36). Essentially, the plaintiff
14 (| alleges that Lamps Plus, Inc. "requires employees to ése and in fact utilizes a preprinted
15 || credit card form specifically designed for filing in personal identification information of
16 || the consumer cardholder” and "requests and requires cardholders to fill out the form and
17 "write down their personal information as a condition to accepting the credit card . . . ," all
18 {|in violation of Song-Beverly. (Id., 11} The plaintiff's UCL and CLRA claims are

19 || derivative of his Song-Beverly claim. (Id., Y 27-36). The plaintiff purports to bring his
20 [{ Complaint on behalf of "[a]ll California consumers who, within four year prior to the filing
21 | of th{e] Complaint, up until the end of the time of the Class Period, were required to fill
22 | out a preprinted form containing spaces for their personal identification information in

23 | connection with a credit card transaction,” (Id., § 14).

24
25| In short, this action and the Los Angeles action involve
26
27 ¢ substantially the same allegations;
28
3.
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1 ¢ substantially the same legal issues under the Song-Beverly Act; and

2

3 * substantially the same purported class of allegedly aggrieved customers.

4

5 | Thus, the two cases are "related" within the meaning of California Rules of Court, Rule

6 || 3.300 and Local Rule 7.3(f).
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8 {i Dated: February l(_d_ , 2007

9 | | SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLp
10
11 By
12 ROBERT MUSSIG

Attorneys for Defendants
13 LAMPS PLUS, INC. and LAMPS PLUS
14 CENTEN NLAL,I INC.
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EXHIBIT 1






