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UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
CENTRAL DI STRICT OG- CALI FORNI A

TENTATI VE RULI NG

Case Number: CV 06-04010 DDP (JCx)

Title: DR. NIRA Dr. Schwartz dba Jaffa Optronix v.
UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA OFFI CE OF THE US
ATTORNEY; M T LI NCOLN LABCRATORY; LAWRENCE
LI VERMORE NATI ONAL LABORATORY; AERCSPACE
CORPCRATI ON

Hearing Date: Decenber 11, 2006

Mot i on: Def endants' Mdtions to D sm ss

HON. DEAN D. PREGERSON, JUDGE
John Chanbers, Deputy d erk

TENTATIVE RULING The Court is inclined to grant the motions
and adopt the following order.

This matter cones before the Court on the governnent's
notion to dismss for |lack of subject nmatter jurisdiction and
on the other defendants' notion to dismss for failure to
state a claim After review ng the papers submtted by the
parties, the Court is inclined to grant the' notions.

. BACKGROUND?

In the 1990s, Dr. Nra Schwartz worked for a limted tine
at TRW Inc., the subcontractor devel opi ng software an
Exocatmospheric Kill Vehicle (“EKv”) for the governnent's

* The Court grants the defendants® requests for judicial
notice in support of their notions to di smss.



National Mssile Defense Program After her enpl oynent was
termnated, she filed a gui tam action agai nst TRW Boei ng
Nort h American, I nc., and N chols Research Corporation,
pursuant to the False dains Act, 31 U S. C § 3729 et seq.?
In that action, she alleged that the defendants had commtted
fraud in the process of choosing contractors to devel op the
EKV. She also alleged that TRWhad wongfully term nated her
enpl oynent in violation of whistleblower statutes. 1n 2001,
she filed a simlar suit agai nst Raytheon Conpany.

The United States initially declined to intervene in
either case, and Dr. Schwartz noved forward with the
litigation on her own. However, the United States eventual |y
noved to intervene in both cases in order to assert the state
secret privilege and to nove to dismss the FCA clains. The
district court granted the governnent's notion to intervene
and dismssed both FCA clains. Dr. Schwartz appeal ed, and the
NNnth Grcuit affirned the di smssal.

Fol | owi ng dismssal of the gui tam cause of action, Dr.
Schwartz’s enpl oyment case agai nst TRWwent to trial. The
jury returned a special verdict in TRW's favor and j udgnent
was entered on January 13, 2005. TRWand Dr. Schwartz t hen
stipulated that in exchange for TRW’s agreement not to enforce
a judgnent for costs inits favor, Dr. Schwartz wai ved her
rights to file post-trial notions, and wai ved her right to
appeal any order, verdict or judgnent in the case, including

2 The False AQains Act inposes civil liability upon any
person who "knowi ngly presents, or causes to be presented, to
. the hited States . . . a false or fraudul ent clai mfor
payrment or approval." 31 U S. C 3729(a). FCAlitigation may

be initiated by private citizens who bring that actions for
t hensel ves and the United States.
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the order of dismssal entered on March 26, 2003, granting the
governnent's notion to dismss the false clains allegations
against TRW This stipul ation was approved as a court order
on February 9, 2005.

In response to the governnent's action in the gui tam
cases, on January 8, 2003, Dr. Schwartz filed a conplaint in
the Court of Federal Qains. |n her conplaint, she alleged
that the Department of Justice (“"Dog”) trial attorney assigned
to represent the Governnent in the gui tamaction entered
into, and | ater breached, an oral agreenent with Dr. Schwartz
tointervene in her qui tamaction and to pay her to work as
an "expert consultant” on the gui tam case. n Decenber 29,
2003, the Gourt of Federal dains dismssed portions of the
conplaint for |lack of subject natter jurisdiction, and
di smssed the renainder for failure to state a cl ai mupon
whi ch relief can be granted.

In April 2003, Dr. Schwartz filed suit in the Gourt of
A ai ns agai nst the Departnent of Defense, the Departnent of
Justice, and the Arny, alleging, inter alia, that the
Government had i nproperly had declined to intervene in the TRW
action. Judgnent in that action was entered in favor of the
Lhited States on February 18, 2004.

In this action, Dr. Schwartz all eges ei ght causes of
action for: (1) declaratory judgnent and injunctive relief;

(2) specific performance; (3) replevin; (4) breach of trust;
(5) accounting; (6) noney had and recei ved; (7 conversion and
trade secret msappropriation; and (8) unfair conpetition.

Dr. Schwartz seeks general and specific damages, di sgor genent
and restitution, doubl e danages, preli mnary and per nanent
Injunctive relief, and punitive damages.



Although it is not entirely clear fromthe conplaint, it
appears that Dr. Schwartz’s clains agai nst Defendants M T
Li ncol n Laboratory, Law ence Livernore National Laboratory,
and Aerospace Corporation arise fromtheir involvenent in her
first gui tam case against TRW During that case, the United
St at es assenbl ed a "Phase One Engi neering Teamd (‘REI") to
eval uate Dr. Schwartz’s clai ns concerni ng TRW's EKV software,
and t he def endant conpani es provi ded personnel for PCET. The
plaintiff alleges that PCET wote "counter-reportsnthat
wongfully used her "intell ectual property.”3

Smlarly, it appears that Dr. Schwartz’s all egations
agai nst the governnment are based upon the government's
investigation and litigation of the qui tamaction. Among
other things, Dr. Schwartz alleges that the United States
fraudul ently convened PCET as an i ndependent eval uator of her
clains, declined to intervene in her gui tamacti on based on
false informati on provided by PCET and | ater dismssed the gqui
tam action without the Attorney General's witten consent.
(Gonpl . 99 26, 27, 57, and 64.) Dr. Schwartz further all eges
that the United States falsely classified her intellectual
property, discrimnated agai nst her vis a vis PCET, and

3 The plaintiff defines her intellectual property as
fol | ows:

13 reports, conputer diskettes with her devel oped

software and algorithns, source code and in object

code form present ati ons, Vi ewgr aphs, | ect ures,
t echnol ogi es, know how, trade secrets, Intellectual
Property, t echnol ogi es, Copyrights i nformati on,
confidenti al and proprietary i nf ormati on, t est

procedures, test results, test validations, flight
tests analysis and validations, thousands of pages of
fine and detail ed anal ysis and recomrendati ons rel at ed
t o NMD/EKV PCET t echnol ogi es.

(Conpl. ¢ 18.)



refused to pay her for intellectual property which she
provided to the government. (1Id. 99 33, 43, 47, 64.)

Cn Septenber 5, 2006, Defendants M T Lincol n Laboratory,
Law ence Li vernore National Laboratory, and Aerospace
Corporation filed a notion to dismss for failure to state a
claimunder which relief can be granted.* n Septenber 6,
2006, the governnment filed a notion to dismss for |ack of
subject matter jurisdiction.

IT. GO/ERNMENT'S MOTION TO DI SM SS
A Soverei gn | muni ty

No suit or request for relief may be brought agai nst the
Uhited States in any court unless there has been an express
wai ver of sovereign immnity. As a sovereign, the United
States and its agencies nay not be sued without its consent,
and the terns of its consent define the Court’s jurisdiction.
Lhited States v. Dalm 494 U. S. 596, 608 (1990); G lbert, 756
F.2d at 1458. nly CGongress can wai ve the sovereign i munity

of the United States by enacting statutes consenting to suit.
See bnited States v. Sherwood, 312 U S. 584, 587 (1941);
Mdwest G owers Co-op Gorp. V. Kirkeno, 533 F.2d 455, 465 (9th
Gr. 1976). |In determning whet her Congress has wai ved the
Imunity of the Uhited States, courts nust construe statutory

wai vers strictly in favor of the soverei gn and nust not
enl arge the wai ver beyond what the statutory | anguage

* The defendants al so noved the Gourt to dismss the
conplaint on the grounds that it violates the “short and
plain” statenment of the clains requirenent of Federal Rule of
Gvil Procedure 8. The Gourt recogni zes that the conpl ai nt
coul d probably be di smssed on those grounds. However, the
Court isinclined to reviewthe nerits of each claim



requires. See Library of Congress v. Shaw, 478 U. S. 310
(1986) .

1. Federal Tort d ains Act

The Federal Tort Qains Act is a limted waiver of
soverei gn i mmuni ty, maki ng the Federal Governnent liable to
the same extent as a private party for certain torts of
federal enpl oyees acting within the scope of their enpl oynent.
United States v. Ol eans, 425 U. S. 807, 813 (1976). Prior to
filing a suit indistrict court under the FTCA the plaintiff
must first file an admnistrative claim and then either the
claimnust be denied or six nonths nust el apse after filing.
28 U S.C. §8 2675(a). The Nnth AQrcuit has held that this
admnistrative claimrequirenent is jurisdictional. Jerves v.
United States, 966 F.2d 517, 519 (9 th Gr. 1992) (internal
citations omtted). Thus, if the plaintiff files suit in

district court wthout having exhausted her admnistrative
remedi es, the court |acks subject matter jurisdictionto hear
the claimand the action nust be dismssed. Brady v. United
States, 211 F.3d 499, 502-03 (9th Gr. 2000).

The Governnent has submtted a declaration that Schwart z
has not filed an admnistrative claim Schwartz has not Y
opposed the Governnent's declaration. Accordingly, the Court
Isinclined to find that Dr. Schwartz has not exhausted her
admni strative renedies and to her FTCA claimfor |ack of \
subj ect matter jurisdiction.

2. Gontract daim

28 U.S.C § 1491(a) (1) states: “The Uhited States Court of
Federal A ains shall have jurisdictionto render judgnent upon
any claimagainst the United States founded . . . upon any
express or inplied contract with the United States." For
clainms in excess of $10, 000, this jurisdictionis exclusive. .

fun T oone Pvom Py
F@@CM




Mar ceau v. Bl ackfeet Housing Authority, 455 r.3d 974, 986 (9th
Gr. 2006). Thus, any express or inplied contract claim
Schwartz has nade against the United States in excess of
$10, 000 nust be di sm ssed.
3. Gopvright daim

28 U.S.C. § 1498 (b) states: "Hereafter, whenever the
copyright in any work protected under the copyright |aws of
the Uhited States shall be infringed by the Uhited States
. the excl usive action which may be brought for such

I nfringenent shall be an action by the copyright owner agai nst
the Ubhited States in the Gourt of Federal dains . ., .»
Accordi ngly, any copyright clains Schwartz has nade agai nst
the United States nust be di sm ssed.

B. Res Judi cata and ol | ateral Est oppel

Aclaimis barred fromre-litigation by res judicata and
col | ateral estoppel where the prior litigation: (1) invol ved
the same parties of their privies; (2) was termnated by a
final judgnment on the nerits; and (3) involved the sane claim
or cause of action as the later suit. Hydranautics v. Filmtec
Corp., 204 r.3d4 880, 888 (9th Ar. 2002) (internal citations
omtted).

Here, Dr. Schwartz seeks the right to reinstate her gqui
tam action for a variety of reasons, including her clains of
conflicts of interest, "fal se declination,” and di sm ssal of
the qui tamw thout the witten consent of the Attorney
Ceneral, and al |l eged fraudul ent paynment of TRW’s attorneys’
fees. However, Dr. Schwartz’s previ ous qui tam acti on agai nst
TRWwas resol ved agai nst her w th prejudice. Mor eover, the
Court of Federal O ains dismssed her breach of contract
cl ai ns on substantive grounds. Accordingly, she is barred



fromre-litigating the qui tamaction or her breach of
contract claim
C. Concl usi on

For the foregoi ng reasons, the Gourt is to dismss
Schwartz’s clains against the United States for |ack of
subject matter jurisdiction.

ITI. MOTI ON TO DI SM SS BY DEFENDANTS M T LI NCOLN
LABORATORY, LAWRENCE LI VERMORE NATI ONAL LABORATORY,
AND AEROSPACE CORPORATION
A Legal Standard
D smssal under Federal Rule of AQvil Procedure 12 (b)(6)
Is appropriate *if it is clear that no relief could be granted
under any set of facts that could be proved consistent wth
the allegations." See Newman v. Universal Pictures, 813 F.2d
1519, 1521-22 (9th Qr. 1987) (quoting Hison V. King &
Spaulding, 467 U.S. 69, 73 (1984)). The Court nust "accept
all factual

all egations of the conplaint as true and draw all reasonabl e

I nferences in favor of the nonnoving party." Arpin v. Santa dara
Val l ey Transp. Agency, 261 F.3d4 912, 923 (9th dr. 2001).

Wi le conplaints by plaintiffs in pro per are liberally read,

the Court need not accept as true unreasonabl e i nferences or
allegations of fact. See, e.a., Sprewell v. Colden State
Warriors, 266 F.3d 979, 988 (9th Gr. 2001) .

B. Anal ysi s
As aninitial natter, the Court notes that it is

difficult to discern the nature of the plaintiff’s allegations
and cl ai ns by reading her conplaint. For exanple, the Court
cannot readily determ ne what clains are nade agai nst whi ch
def endants. However, the Gourt wll still revieweach of the



plaintiff's clains in determning whether to grant the
defendants' notion to dismss pursuant to Rule 12 (b)(6) .
1. Count |: Declaratory and Injunctive Relief?®

Aclaimfor declaratory relief nust allege: (1) a proper
subject of declaratory relief; and (2) an actual controversy
I nvol ving justiciable questions relating to the rights or
obligations of a party. 28 U S.C. § 2201 et _seq. The "proper
subj ects" of declaratory relief are governed by state | aw, and
justiciability is governed by federal |aw

In California, the subject of declaratory relief nust
pertain to the legal rights and duties of the respective
parties under a contract, statute, or order. See Browfield
v. Daniel Freeman Marina Hospital, 208 cal.app.3d 405, 410
(1989). The essence of the Count I allegations appear to be
the following: that the plaintiff was retained by the
government to provide expert anal yses to defendants in the

original gui tamaction; that the defendants issued a report
to the governnment disagreeing with the plaintiff's

all egations; that as a result, the government, declined to
Intervene. Not only do these allegations fail to pertainto
the legal rights and duties of the respective parties under a
contract, statute, or order; they are forecl osed by the
dismissal of the TRWaction.*

5 The Court also notes that the plaintiff's joinder of
two sets of clains in both GCounts I and VII is inappropriate
under Federal Rule of Gvil Procedure 10(b).

¢ The plaintiff appears to be seeking a decl aration that
her gui tamcase was inproperly dismssed. However, this
Court does not have the authority to reviewthe merits of the
di sm ssal .



Accordingly, the Court is inclined to find that the
plaintiff’s clains are not cognizable at lawor in equity and
thus there is no justiciable controversy capabl e of supporting
a claimfor declaratory and injunctive Relief.

2. Count II: gpecific Performnmance

A party may be entitled to specific performance of a
contract where: (1) its terns are sufficiently definite; (2)
consideration is adequate; (3) thereis substantial simlarity
of the requested performance to the contractual terns; (4)
there is mutuality of renedies; and (5) plaintiff’s | egal
remedy i s inadequate. Blackburn v. Charnlev, 117 Ccal.App.4th
758, 766 (2004). Here, the plaintiff has not alleged that she
and the defendants had entered into a binding contract.

Al t hough the conplaint refers to a consulting agreenent, it

I ndi cates that the agreenent involved the governnent, and not
t he PCET defendants. Accordingly, the Court is inclined to
find that the plaintiff cannot plead a claimfor specific

per f or mance.

3. Count ITTI: Replevin

A repl evin cause of action involves "the concept of
I nterference wi th possession of, or damage to, sone specific
tangi bl e property and [is] not concerned with intangible or
I ncor poreal rights which may exi st in connection with, or
entirely apart fromany particul ar pi ece of physical
property." Italiani v. Metro-Goldwyn-Maver Corp., 45
Cal.App.2d 464, 467 (1941). Here, the plaintiff has not
al | eged what specific, tangi ble property she is entitled to,
or how t he defendants have interfered or danmaged t hat
property. She refers to her "intellectual property" that she




created as a result of the consulting agreenent, but the Court
cannot determne the nature of that property. Therefore, the'
Court isinclined to find that the plaintiff cannot bring a
repl evin cause of action.

4. Gount _1v: Breach of Trust and Confi dence and
Abuse of Power”

In California, a plaintiff can prevail on a breach of
confi dence cl ai mwhen she establishes that "an idea, whet her
or not protectable, is offered to another in confidence, and
is voluntarily received by the offeree in confidence with the
understanding that it is not to be disclosed to others, and is
not to be used by the offeree for purposes beyond the [imts
of the confidence without the offeror’s permssion." Faris V.
Enberq, 97 cal.app.3d 309, 323 (1979). Here, it does not
appear that the plaintiff offered her intellectual property to
t he governnent or defendants with the understanding that it
woul d be held in confidence. The plaintiff does not offer
facts indicating that her "intell ectual property" was provided
with restrictions. Therefore, the Gourt is inclined to find
that she has failed to state a breach of confidence claim

5. Gount_ vV: An Accounting

An accounting is a renedy ancillary to a contract claim
It is not an independent cause of action. See, e.g.,
Jeffersonv. J.E. French Co., 54 cal.2d 717, 719 (1960).

7 The Court is uncertain what type of claimthe plaintiff
intends to assert with her "abuse of power" claim



Thus, the plaintiff can not plead an accounti ng cause of
action.

6. Count VI: Money Had and Recei ved

To state a cause of action for noney had and recei ved,
the plaintiff nust allege a contract, inplied-in-fact
contract, or quasi-contract basis for the claim See, e.q.,
Kawasho Int’l. (U.S.A.), Inc. v. Lakewood Pipe Serv., Inc.,
152 cal.App.3d 785, 793 (1983). Here, there is no alleged
contract between the defendants and the plaintiff, nor were
there any federal funds received by the defendants pursuant to
a contractual relationship with the plaintiff. Thus, this
clains also fails.

7. Count M 1: Conversion of "Intell ectual
Property” or Trade Secret M sappropriation

The Nnth Grcuit applies a three-part test to determne
whet her a property right will support a claimfor conversion
under California law (1) there nust be an interest capabl e of
preci se definition; (2) it nust be capable of excl usive
possession or control; and (3) the putative owner must have
established a legitimate claimto exclusivity. Krenen v.
Cohen, 337 F.3d 1024, 1030 (9th Gr. 2003). As discussed
above, the conpl aint does not define the plaintiff’s all eged
intell ectual property or trade secret with the requisite
specificity , nor does it allege any facts show ng that the
plaintiff had the exclusive right to possess or control that
property. Thus, it fails to state a claimfor conversion.

To state a cause of action for msappropriationof trade
secrets, a plaintiff nmust plead the existence of a trade
secret and describe the subject nmatter with sufficient



particularity. See, e.g., Cal. AQv. Code 3426.1(b); Whyte V.
Schl age Lock Co., 101 cal.app.4th 1443 (2002). It appears
fromthe conplaint that the plaintiff’'s "trade secret" is the
"intell ectual property" she has failed to describe with
particularity. Therefore, the Court is inclined to find that
she also failed to state a claimfor m sappropriation of a
trade secret.

8. Count M IIl: Unfair conpetition

To state a clai munder california‘’s Unfair Conpetition
statute, California Business & Professions Code §s 17200 et
seg., a plaintiff nust allege either that the defendant’s
activities harmed conpetition or that the defendant engaged in
an "unl awful " business practice. Here, the plaintiff has
failed to identify any injury to conpetition or unlawf ul
busi ness activity. Thus, GCount Vi1l also fails.

9. Puni ti ve Damages®

Concl usory al |l egations do not suffice for punitive
damages clainms; the plaintiff nust allege the specific acts
that neet the statutory threshold for oppression, fraud, or
malice. See, e.g., GD Searle & Co. v. Superior Court, 49
Cal.App.3d 22, 29 (1975). Here, the plaintiff has failed to
al | ege any specific fact that would show nmal i ce, oppression,
or fraud on the part of the defendants. Accordingly, the
plaintiff's clains for punitive damages nust be di sm ssed.

C. Concl usi on

8 The Court interprets the plaintiff's clains for'double

danmages" and "exenpl ary danages" as additional punitive
damages cl ai ns.



For the foregoing reasons, the Court is inclined to find
that, even if it construes the conplaint in the |ight nost
favorable to the plaintiff, the conplaint fails to state any
clai mupon which relief can be granted. Moreover, it appears
that | eave to anend any of the plaintiff's clains would be
futile. Therefore, the Court is inclined to grant the
def endants notion and to dismss the conplaint wth
prej udi ce.

V.  CONCLUSI ON

For the foregoing reasons, the Court is inclined to grant
bot h notions to di sm ss.
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0O Local Rule 11-8 Memorandum/brief exceeding 10 pages shall contain table of confents

O Local Rule 7.1-1  No Certification of Interested Parties and/or no copies CLERL us. %TS ﬁJJ COURT
[0 Local Rule 6.1 Written notice of motion lacking or timeliness of notice incorrect,

O Local Rule 56-1 Statement of uncontroverted facts and/or proposed judgment lacking OE

[ Local Rule 56-2 Statement of genuine issues of material fact lacking ‘ C21 2006

O Local Rule 7-19.1  Notice to other parties of ex parte application lacking i |

O Local Rule 16-6 Pretrial conference order not signed by all counsel ! C-EP‘TRA WOW HA
O FRCVP Rule 5(d) , No proof of service attached to document(s) . 7 ) [”;"U"J
‘Other: Cong "';"’4/14./[ ’

\
Note: Please refer to the court’s Internet website at www.cacd.uscourts.gov for local rules }n/appliuble forms.

<

ORDER OF THE JUDGE/MAGISTRATE JUDGE
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED:

{3 The document is to be filed and processed. The filing date is ORDERED to be the date the document was stamped
"received but not filed" with the Clerk. Counsel* is advised that any further failure to comply with the Local Rules may
lead to penalties pursuant to Local Rule 83-7.

Date U.S. District Judge / U.S. Magistrate Judge

document is NOT to be filed, but instead REJECTED, and is ORDERED returned to *counsel. *Counsel shall

immediately notify, in writing, all parties previously served w;: the attached documents that said documents have not
been filed with the Court. /v

/ 2 /L / m i ”J' L “
Date U.S. ‘Dlstnct Judge 3l Séﬁ‘gﬁtramﬁage

*The term "counsel” as used herein also includes any pro se party. See Local Rule 1-3.

CV-104A (12/03) . NOTICE OF DOCUMENT DISCREPANCIES
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- UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

NOTICE OF DOCUMENT DISCREPANCIES

To: [¥U.S. District Judge / 00 U.S. Magistrate Judge | )‘ U
From: J;UU\/Q /";MMA , Deputy Clerk Date Received: __ | / //! i //0 (
Case No.: _(V06-40/0-DOF (O (x ) Case Title: __/Uma dohwady v. VK ¢ ’L/( ;
Documen Entltled ..‘:iw,: / 'x"/ A ) Ju i ayf i ffvw.& §L / ,4&/4/@7 A{ Z//‘ /X“JL?;/ L j;, //‘jvp , / { 4t o3/
b e 17 U
ofcantants,
C¥Local Rule 6.1 Written notice of motion lacking or timeliness of notice in nesmusﬂb‘ff?mcrcoum I

[ I.ocal Rule 56-1 Statement of uncontroverted facts and/or proposed judgment lacki
of material fact lacking
parte application lacking j J
O Local Rule 16-6 Pretrial conference order not signed by all counsel ENTRAL T

O FRCvP Rule 5(d) . No,proof of service attached to document(s) o 'STR| R0
for local nés ][d ap

OOther: _ (st s (g VV(’

]

Date U.S. District Judge / U.S. Magistrate Judge

Wocument is NOT to be filed, but instead REJECTED, and is ORDERED returned to *counsel. *Counsel shall
immediately notify, in writing, all parties previously served with/the attached documents that said documents have not
been filed with the Court. 4 //)/

A

)2 - 21-O6 /% b

Date U.S. District Judge /U.S. W
*The term "counsel” as used herein also includes any pro se party. See Local Rule 1-3. o

CV-104A (12/03) NOTICE OF DOCUMENT DISCREPANCIES

G U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 2006-572-754/59178
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PROOF OF SERVICE
AND
GOVERNMENT & DEFENDANTS ADDRESSES AND CONTACT INFORMATION

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

NIRA SCHWARTZ WOODS, Richard Woods, and we do swear or declare that on this
date, as required by Supreme Court Rule 29, our address is 2550 PCH # 68, Torrance, California 90505.

On December 31, 2006, we served the foregoing document described as:
NOTICE OF APPEAL TO THE 9" CIRCUIT From case CV - 06-04010 DDP (JCx);

on Defendants parties in this action by placing a true and correct copy thereof, enclosed in a sealed
envelope BY FIRST CLASS MAIL addressed as follows:

1) The Attorneys for the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA OFFICE OF THE US ATTORNEY are:

Debra Wong Yang, Jonathan B. Klinck — US Attorney
Federal Building, suite 7516, Civil Process Clerk,

300 N. Los Angeles Street,

Los Angeles, California 90012

2) The Attorneys for MIT LINCOLN LABORATORY: LAWRENCE LIVERMORE NATIONAL
LABORATORY: AEROSPACE CORPORATION are:

James J. Gallagher, Mana Elihu —Defendants Attorneys
McKenna Long & Aldridge LLP,

444 South Flower Street, 8" Floor,

Los Angeles, CA 90071-2901

3) Office Of the Clerk,
Central District Of California,
Filing in Pro-se Room 526
312 N. Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012

Executed on December 31, 2006, at Los Angeles, California.

Kol oo Dr . Mo, Schuorh

Richard Woods Plaintiff Schwartz-Non attorney
In Pro-Se

1




	Untitled
	061215 - Rejected Recnsideration becaue case closed.pdf
	Untitled


	name: Dr. Nira Schwartz dba Jaffa OptroniX
	city state zip: Torrance, CA 90505
	address: 2550 PCH # 68
	fax: 
	phone: (310) 326 - 6174
	email: nira7@aol.com
	fpd: Off
	appointed: Off
	cja: Off
	pro per: Yes
	retainted: Off
	def:  

	case no: CV - 06-04010 DDP (JCx)
	Plaintiff: DR. NIRA SCHWARTZ dba Jaffa
                                                                   PLAINTIFF(S)
                                             v.                                                                
	appellant name: Dr. Nira Schwartz dba Jaffa OptroniX
	Checkbox 6: Off
	Checkbox 7: Off
	Checkbox 8: Off
	Checkbox 9: Off
	Checkbox 10: Off
	Checkbox 11: Off
	Sentence: 
	Checkbox 12: Off
	Bail Status: 
	Checkbox 13: Yes
	Order: 
	Checkbox 14: Off
	Judgment: 
	Other: 
	Judgment Date: 12/15/06 and on 12/21/06
	Checkbox 16: Yes
	Checkbox 17: Off
	Checkbox 18: Off
	Checkbox 15: Off
	Reset Button: 
	Sig Date: 
	Signature: 


