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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION

VETERANS FOR COMMON SENSE and
VETERANSUNITED FOR TRUTH, INC,,

Plaintiffs,
V.

JAMES B. PEAKE, M.D., Secretary of Veterans
Affairs, et al.,

Defendants.

CaseNo.  C-07-3758-SC
CLASSACTION

DECLARATION OF HEATHER A.
MOSER IN SUPPORT OF
ADMINISTRATIVE MOTION FOR
ADEQUATE TIME TO RESPOND
TO NEW LEGAL ARGUMENT
RAISED ON REPLY

Place: Courtroom 1, 17th Floor
Judge: Hon. Samuel Conti

Complaint Filed July 23, 2007

MOoSER DECL. ISO PLS' ADMINISTRATIVE MOTION FOR ADEQUATE TIME TO RESPOND TO NEW LEGAL

ARGUMENT RAISED ON REPLY
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ADDITIONAL COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFFS:

SIDNEY M. WOLINSKY (CA SBN 33716)
SWolinsky@dralegal .org

JENNIFER WEISER BEZOZA (CA SBN 247548)
JBezoza@dralegal .org

KATRINA KASEY CORBIT (CA SBN 237931)
KCorbit@dralegal.org

DISABILITY RIGHTSADVOCATES

2001 Center Street, Third Floor

Berkeley, California 94704-1204

Telephone: 510.665.8644

Facsimile: 510.665.8511

BILL D. JANICKI (CA SBN 215960)
WJanicki @mofo.com

MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP

400 Capitol Mall, Suite 2600
Sacramento, California 95814
Telephone: 916.448.3200

Facsimile: 916.448.3222
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I, HEATHER A. MOSER, declare:

1. | amanassociate at Morrison & Foerster LLP, counsel of record for Plaintiffsin this
action. | make this declaration on my own personal knowledge, and if called as a witness to
testify, |1 could and would testify competently to the following facts:

2. Asrequired by Northern District Civil Local Rule 7-11(a), on February 22, 2008,
Paintiffs offered to enter into a stipulation with Defendants before filing this Administrative
Motion. A true and correct copy of my letter to Defendants is attached hereto as Exhibit A. On
February 25, 2008, Defendants declined to stipulate on the terms set forth in my letter. A true
and correct copy of Defendants’ letter declining to enter into a stipulation is attached hereto as
Exhibit B.

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America and the
State of Californiathat the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this 25th day of February, 2008 at San Francisco, California.

/s/ Heather A. Moser

Heather A. Moser

| hereby attest that | have on file al holograph signatures for any signatures indicated by a

"conformed" signature (/S/) within this efiled document.

MOoSER DECL. ISO PLS' ADMINISTRATIVE MOTION FOR ADEQUATE TIME TO RESPOND TO NEW LEGAL 1

ARGUMENT RAISED ON REPLY
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‘ 425 MARKET STREET MORRISON & FOBRSTER LLP
MORRISON FOERSTER SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2482 NEW YORK, SAN FRANCISCO,
LOS ANGELES, FALO ALTO,
TELEPHONE: 415.268.7000 SAN DIEGO, WASHINGTON, D.C.
FACSIMILE: 415.268.7522 NORTHERN VIRGINLA,
" s ORANGE COUNTY, DENVER
SACRAMENTO, WALNUT CREEK
WWW.MOFG.COM TOKYQ, LONDON, BEIJING,
SHANGHAT, HONG KONG,
SINGCAPORE, BRUSSELS
oy :
February 22,2008 Writer’s Direct Contact

{(415) 268-7091
HMoser@mofo.com

Via e-mail and facsimile

Mr. Daniel Bensing, Senior Counsel
U.S. Department of Justice

Civil Division, Federal Programs Branch
20 Massachusetts Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20530

Re:  Veterans for Common Sense v. Mansfield
N.D. Cal. No. C-07-3758

Dear Mr. Bensing:

I am writing with respect to Defendants’ recently filed reply on their motion to dismiss
Defendant Greene. Defendants’ reply brief (last section, pages 7-8) raises a brand new legal
argument — judicial immunity. The case law relevant to the newly raised judicial immunity
argument was not cited in previous briefing. Moreover, this is not the first time this has
happened. As you recall, the present motion to dismiss Greene is an outgrowth of a new
legal argument raised on reply in your original motion to dismiss. Plaintiffs cannot
consistently suffer prejudice in this seriatim fashion and are entitled to an opportunity to fully
brief the issues before the Court. Assuming the Court is even inclined to address a new issue
improperly raised on reply for the second time, Plaintiffs propose that the parties enter into a
stipulation granting Plaintiffs adequate opportunity to fully research and brief this potentially
complicated issue for the Court. In light of the up-coming preliminary injunction hearing,
Plaintiffs propose that the hearing on the motion to dismiss Greene be rescheduled for April
11, 2008, with Plaintiffs’ brief on judicial immunity due March 21, 2008. In light of the fact
that this is the third round of briefing on issues that could have and should have been raised
in the original motion to dismiss, Plaintiffs ask that Defendants waive their right to reply.

sf-2471241
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MORRISON I FOERSTER

Mr. Daniel Bensing
February 22, 2008
Page Two

If Defendants are amenable to the proposed stipulation, please let me know by noon PST on
Monday, February 25, 2008. IfI have not heard anything from Defendants at that time, we
will assume that Defendants are not inclined to enter into the proposed stipulation. Please be
advised that Plaintiffs plan to make an appropriate motion to set a proper briefing schedule
on the judicial immunity issue should Defendants decline our offer to stipulate. Thank you
in advance for your anticipated professional courtesy in this regard.

Sincerely,

A e

Heather A. Moser

sf-2471241
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U.S. Department of Justice |

Civil Division

Washington, D.C. 20530

February 25, 2008

Ms. Heather Moser

Morrison & Foerster

425 Market St.

San Francisco, Cal..94105-2482

RE:  Veterans for Common Sense v. Mansfield, (N.D. Cal. No. C-07-3758)
By: Regular mail and E-mail [Hmoser@mofo.com]
Dear Ms. Moser:

This is in response to your letter dated February 22, 2008, in which you request that
defendants agree to not oppose a request by plaintiffs to file a sur-reply to defendants’ Motion to
Dismiss the claims against Chief Judge Greene (D.E. 95). You claim that defendants have raised
a “brand new” issue in their Reply to the motion to dismiss that could not be anticipated by
plaintiffs. This is not the case. In their opening memorandum, defendants made clear that it
would be improper for the Court to interfere with the actions of another federal court. In their
Reply, defendants appropriately addressed a new argument raised by plaintiffs in their
Opposition that could not be fairly discerned from the Complaint. It should not need to be noted
that this situation is precisely the reason that movants are entitled to file a reply.

As you know, there is an extensive record documenting the fact that as far back as

. September 2007, defendants have repeatedly requested orally and in writing that plaintiffs
identify which particular policies and procedures they are challenging. This is necessary. because.
the complaint is long, but exceedingly vague. Plaintiffs refusal to do so forces defendants on a
‘motion to dismiss to address the arguments that appear to be encompassed in the complaint. As
we stated in our opening memorandum “it is unclear from the Complaint what relief plaintiffs
ask this Court to order directed against the CAVC.” See Motion to Dismiss at 5. Defendants
then articulated the claim plaintiffs appeared to be making:

Under plaintiffs’ fariciful theory, this Court could enjoin and order Chief Judge
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Greene to amend the CAVC’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, as well as second-
guess his internal staffing, management and budget determinations relating to the
administration of the CAVC. Plaintiffs offer no authority for this unprecedented,
and bizarre claim.

Id. at 5 (footnote omitted and emphasis added). Since plaintiffs had refused to articulate the
basis for their claim, much less that they would contend the limits of sovereign immunity do not
apply, defendants briefly outlined the not difficult issues requiring dismissal of Judge Greene.

In their Opposition, for the first time, plaintiffs advanced their novel theory that
“[d]efendant Greene plays a pivotal role” and “controls the process afforded veterans in having
their service-connected benefits claims™ decided. Plfs. Opp. at 6. Based on these allegations,
plaintiffs argued that the “officer’s suit” exception to sovereign immunity applies.

As defendants noted in their Reply, “plaintiffs contend for the first time that the
jurisdictional hurdle of sovereign immunity can somehow be disregarded entirely in this case.”
Def’s’ Reply at 1. Defendants can hardly have expected to have known that plaintiffs would
stretch to argue that the largely legislatively-overruled exception in Larson v. Domestic &
Foreign Commerce Corp., U.S. 337 (1949) would support their claims. Nevertheless, defendants
initially made the point that even beyond the limitations of sovereign immunity, plaintiffs claim
could not succeed. Consistent with that fact, in defendants Reply it was specifically noted that
plaintiffs “have also failed to answer defendants’ argument that there is no legal authority for the
extraordinary relief they seek against another judicial entity.” Def.s Reply at 7. In direct
response to plaintiffs new argument that sovereign immunity did not apply to Judge Greene, "
defendants then elaborated on the point they had made in their opening papers. :

Although plaintiffs are not entitled to further briefing on the motion to dismiss Judge
Greene, we do not believe any amount of briefing can save plaintiffs’ theory and would not
oppose such a request if the harm to defendants from delay is addressed. Plaintiffs have resisted
any stay of discovery pending resolution of the motion to dismiss Judge Greene. Until a stay is
in place, defendants cannot agree to extend the hearing date on the motion to dismiss. However,
if plaintiffs agree to a stay of discovery directed at CAVC or Judge Greene until resolution of the
motion to dismiss, defendants would agree to further briefing on the following conditions. First,
plaintiffs’ sur-reply and defendant’s response should be limited to the issue of the validity of
plaintiffs’ claims if sovereign immunity does not apply. Second, since defendants have
appropriately addressed in their Reply issues raised for the first time by plaintiffs in their
Opposition to the motion to dismiss, a neutral stipulation should be filed with the stated purpose
being to “fully brief the issues.” Third, since plaintiffs request four weeks to March 21 to address
one page of text, defendants request two weeks to respond or until April 4, making the earliest
hearing date April 18. '

We find your suggestion that plaintiffs have been prejudiced before to be baffling. The
fact that defendants noted the fact that Judge Greene was an improper defendant in their reply on
the motion to dismiss did not prejudice plaintiffs because the issue was not decided on that
motion. The Court suggested the issue of whether Judge Greene should be dismissed should be
- handled by separate motion, and the issue has now been briefed. -
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Finally, should you decide to file a contested motion, do not purport to characterize
defendants’ position. There have been too many misrepresentations in the past. Instead, we
request that you submit this letter as explanation.

Sincerely,

Daniel Bensing
Senior Counsel
Federal Programs Branch

cc: Gordon Erspamer
Sidney Wolinsky



