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I. INTRODUCTION

This is an objection to Petitioner City of Calabasas’ (the “City”) October 29, 2025
unauthorized and improper “Supplemental Evidence” and “Declaration of Norman A. DuPont in
Support of the City of Calabasas’ Supplemental Evidence to the Opening Brief for Writ of
Mandate.” The three pictures submitted are of damage to properties in Malibu from the Franklin
Fire in December of 2024, and are therefore entirely irrelevant to the City’s present writ case.

II. THE CITY’S “SUPPLEMENTAL” SUBMISSION IS IMPROPER

The City’s offered supplemental documents were filed two days after the City’s deadline to
file its Opening Brief. The City cites no legal basis allowing such a filing.! Nor did the City seek
prior leave from the Court to make the filing. The Supplemental filing is improper and should be
disregarded by the Court on that basis alone. Regardless, the content of the supplemental evidence
is also wholly irrelevant as discussed below.

III. THE CITY’S “SUPPLEMENTAL” EVIDENCE IRRELEVANT

It is well established that “[n]o evidence is admissible except relevant evidence.” (Evid.
Code § 350.)

Here, the three “supplemental” photos are irrelevant to the issues in this case. The
Franklin Fire in 2024 is not the subject of this lawsuit, nor is it discussed anywhere in the relevant
documents such as the Governor’s Executive Orders — or for that matter, the City’s Opening Brief.
More specifically, there is no evidence whatsoever that any of the fire debris from the Franklin
Fire was deposited in the Calabasas Landfill. Furthermore, there is no evidence that the
“household materials” shown in the photos were deposited in any County landfills, that these
materials are hazardous in any way, or that any potentially hazardous material was taken to any
Class III landfill. There is also no evidence as to whether this fire debris was subject to the clean-

up process described in detail in the County Respondents’ Opposition Brief, nor their supporting

! Notably, the City previously filed a “supplement” to its Opposition to the Demurrer to the First
Amended Petition. This Court sustained objections to that similarly improper filing. The City’s
pattern of ignoring the orderly briefing schedules should weigh in favor of sustaining the
objections to this attempt to “supplement” its Opening Brief as well.
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declarations, specifically, the dual-phase federal cleanup process for the removal of hazardous
waste. (See Opposition at pp. 7-9; Sheppard Declaration 9 2-18.) Simply put, the photos offered
as supplemental evidence by the City have no bearing on the issues before this Court.

For all these reasons, the assertions made in the Declaration of Norman DuPont — that
these three photos “provide crucial, additional support for the City’s position that the waste
generated by the fires and delivered to County landfills contained a broad range of household
materials; far more than mere ash debris.” (Supplemental DuPont Decl. § 3.) — are baseless.
Again, there is no evidence suggesting that the waste depicted in the offered photos was (1)
generated by the fires at issue in this case, (2) was not subject to the same cleanup process at issue
in this case, and (3) was delivered to the Calabasas landfill.

Finally, the DuPont declaration states that the three photos demonstrate the City of Malibu
cleared the debris. (DuPont Decl. 44.) There is absolutely nothing in the photos which speaks to
what entity cleaned up these properties. Regardless, even if these properties were cleaned by the
City of Malibu, this Petition challenges the County and District’s cleanup process, not Malibu’s.
Mr. DuPont’s final acknowledgement that the Franklin Fire is not discussed in the two Executive
Orders is equally irrelevant

The Court should sustain the objections to the entirety of the DuPont Declaration and the
Supplemental Evidence and deny the request to add that evidence to the City’s Compendium of
Exhibits.

IV.  EVIDENTIARY OBJECTIONS TO DECLARATION OF NORMAN DUPONT

AND EXHIBITS THERETO
OBJ. PLAINTIFF’S GROUNDS FOR OBJECTION RULING
NO. EVIDENCE
1. Entirety of DuPont Irrelevant. (Evid. Code, § 350.) Sustained:
Declaration Overruled:

Improper “supplemental” to Opening
Brief filed after the deadline.

2. DuPont Decl. § 3: Irrelevant. (Evid. Code, § 350.) Sustained:
Overruled:
Those documents provide | Improper “supplemental” to Opening
crucial, additional support | Brief filed after the deadline.
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OBJ.
NO.

PLAINTIFF’S
EVIDENCE

GROUNDS FOR OBJECTION

RULING

for the City’s position that
the waste generated by the
fires and delivered to
County landfills contained
a broad range of household
materials; far more than
mere ash debris.

DuPont Decl. 9 4:

As evidenced by date and
time stamp on Exhibits 27,
28, and 29, these
documents demonstrate
that the City of Malibu
cleared debris from the
Franklin Fire, which
occurred in December
2024. That Fire is not
discussed in any of the
Governor’s two Executive
Orders pertaining to fire
debris removal, both of
which referenced fire
conditions occurring on
or after January 7, 2025.

Irrelevant. (Evid. Code, § 350.)

Improper “supplemental” to Opening
Brief filed after the deadline.

Sustained:
Overruled:

DePont Decl., Exs. 27, 28,
and 29

Irrelevant. (Evid. Code, § 350.)

Improper “supplemental” to Opening
Brief filed after the deadline.

Sustained:
Overruled:

Filing titled “Supplemental
Evidence in Support of
City of Calabasas’
Opening Brief for Writ of
Mandate”

Irrelevant. (Evid. Code, § 350.)

Improper “supplemental” to Opening
Brief filed after the deadline.

Sustained:
Overruled:

111
111
111
111
111

5

COUNTY RESPONDENTS’ OBJECTIONS TO SUPPLEMENTAL EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT OF CITY OF

CALABASAS’ OPENING BRIEF FOR WRIT OF MANDATE




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

DATED: November 17, 2025

DATED: November 17, 2025

6329765

MEYERS NAVE

-,

By: “ e ){j A A
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DAVID MEHRETU

MARK J. G. DESROSIERS
Attorneys for Respondent/Defendant
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

NOSSAMAN LLP

By: /s/ David C. Lee

DAVID C. LEE

KASIA PENN

Attorneys for Respondent/Defendant
COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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