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 On March 15, 2016, Defendant Los Angeles County Waterworks District 

No. 40 (“District No. 40”) filed a 30-page Opposition to Plaintiff Richard Wood’s 

Motion for Attorneys’ Fees, Costs and Incentive Award – a brief that is twice the 

length allowed.  (C.R.C. 3.111(d).)   

 The page limit for this Opposition brief is 15 pages.  (C.R.C. 3.111(d).)  

District No. 40 did not file an application or a motion requesting leave to file an 

oversized brief, as is required.  (C.R.C. 3.111(e).)  This rather egregious violation 

of the Rules of Court merits the striking of the brief in its entirety, or the last 15 

pages of the brief.  (C.R.C. 3.111(g) (“A memorandum that exceeds the page limits 

of these rules must be filed and considered in the same manner as a late-filed 

paper.” (emphasis added).) 

 Alternatively, if the Court is not inclined to take any action as to this 

grossly oversized brief, Plaintiff requests leave to file an oversized reply brief.  

The Lemieux firm has filed an Opposition of 13 pages in length, which means that 

the defendants have filed 43 pages of Opposition briefing.  Plaintiffs therefore 

request that if District No. 40’s brief is not reduced in size, that Plaintiff be given 

leave to file a reply brief of 20 pages.  Given the import of this Motion, and the 

litany of arguments raised by the Defendants, that is justified.              

      

DATED: March 17, 2016  LAW OFFICES OF MICHAEL D. McLACHLAN 
    LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL M. O’LEARY 

 
 
 
By:________________________________ 

Michael D. McLachlan 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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