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INTRODUCTION
The California Department of Fish and Game and Ryan Broddrick GDeﬁarImcnt)

respectfully urge the Court to exercise its discretion and enter the Proposed Sﬁpulated Judgment,

The Stipulated JTudgment embodies a negotiated settlement agreement between the Department

and Plaintiffs, The Karuk Tribe and Leaf Hillman (Tribe). That settlement will benefit and
conserve Coho salmon, a species protected under the Califormia Endangered Species Act (CESA)
(Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.), among other special status species, a point that The NeW
49’ers, Inc., and Rayﬁond W. Koons (49¢rs), do not contest.

Rather, the 49ers argue that the settlement is contrary to law and policy. According to the
49¢rs, the "fundamental probiexh" with the agreed upon ;:losures and seasonal resﬁictions on
suction dredging in the settlement is that they "could not lawfully be attained by the Department
under any of the pertinent statutory authorities." (49ers” Objections, p. 2:10-12.) Their argument
ig’lore:s, however, the Department’s lz_twfull exercise of discretion as a lead and trustee a:gency in
litigation brought by the Tribe under the California Eli.lvironm_ental Quality Act. (Pub. Resources
Code, § 21600 et seq.) | |

Likewise, the 49ers contend the Stipulated Judgmént _constitutes an iproper regulation
by "private agreement." (-Sce, e.g., 49ers’ Objections, p. 2:19-20.) This argument, however,
rﬁisrcprcsénts the underlying settlement between the Department and Tﬁbe. The closures é.nd
seasonal resﬁ;icticns émbodied by the seﬂleniént are nothing more than interim injunctive relief
pending completion of a formal rulemaking action by the Departruent under the Administrative
Procedures Act (APA) (Gov. Code, § 11340 et seq.) and related environmental revie§v under
CEQA. Iﬁ fa;.c’r., nothing in the Stipulated Judgmert requires the Department to adopt the interim
measures as regulations under the APA. Likewise, nothing in the settlement compels the
Department to exercise its discretion or independent judgment in any particular fashion under
CEQA or the APA in the future.

| _ In short, the 4931‘9; simply aren’t happy with the envi'ronmental protections afforded by the
settlement. Those policy objections, however, do not mean the Stipulated Judgrent violates law

or that it is contrary to public policy. In fact, the opposite is true, and the Department

DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO ORJECTIONS TO PROPOSED STIPULATED JUDGMENT
CASE NO. 05211597, . 1




UAW/ LU/ LUUU/ PRL UJWUU [M ALIUGNEL GLNGERL FAA NO, 4]2/U3DHH0 r. uu// 143

- VI V)

00

10
11
12
13
14
15

' .16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Q. W

respectfully urges the Court to enter judgment as proposed,
BACKGROUND
. Fish and Game Code sections 5653 through 5653.9 govern suction dredging in all - .

waters of the state. In 1994, the Department promulgated regulations that implement those code
sections. (See Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §§ 228, 228.5)) In doing so, the Department prepared and
certified an environmental impact report (EIR) in accordance with CEQA that described the
sighificant adverse effects on the environment associated with suction dredging. In the EIR, the
Department found, for examinle, that suction dredging "can potentially affect fish and fish
habitat", that "the effects . . . on fish eggs and yolk sac fry can ‘be significantly adverse,f’ and that
dredging can ﬁdversely affect fish reproduction. (Department’s Request for Judicial Notice
[RIN], at 3, 4, 49-52) The affected fish sl:;ecics include thos; that are the subject of the Tribe’s
lawsuit against the D'epa.rtment. |

As the Department stated in the EIR, the suction d:edgiﬁ,g regulations "provide for

 suction dredge mining in designated waters of the State while protecting fish and wildlife

resources.” (RIN, Exh. A, at 2; see also Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 228 et seq.; see also Manji

Declaration, § 3.) The measures taken to reduce potential impacfs to less than significant include
the general requitetnents and prohibitions in section 228 of the Department’é suction dredging
regulations, as well as the seasonal restrictions and closures listed in section 228.5, that apply to

all suction dredge permittees. (Cal. Code Regs,, tit. 14, §.228 et seq.) The EIR belies the 49ers’

contention that there is no evidence of significant environmental ixupacts associated with suction -

dredging, In fact, they never challenged the EIR,.and are not disputing the findings the
Department made in the EIR regarding those impacts and the measures necessary to reduce those
impacts to less than significant. 4
PROCEDURAL HISTORY
The Karuk filed the underlying complaint on May 6, 2005. Defendants answered on July
22, 2005. A Notice of Settlement Mesting pursuant to CEQA. was filed on June 30, 2005, and
the initial settlement meeting was held oﬂ Tuly 13, 200S. While initially the parties were

preparing the case for litigation on the merits, and a briefing schedule and hearing date were

DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED STIPULATED JUDGMENT
CASE NO. 05211597 2
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establishéd, subsequent extensive conversations between the Karuk and the Department laid the
groundwork for a settlement. Ultjmatély, both parties reached a compromise reflected by the
Joint Stipulation and Stipulated Judgment before thé Court, The Joint Stipulation was executed
by the Department on November 30, 2005, at which time it took effect. Both the Joint
Stipulation and Stipulated Judgment were submitted to this Court on December 7, 2005.
_ ARGUMENT .

I. THE COQURT SHOULD EXERCISE ITS DISCRETION, AND ENTER THE

STIPULATED JUDGN[ENT.

Code of Civil Procedure, section 664.6 provides:

If parties to pending litigation stipulate, in a writing signed by the parties
outside the presence of the court or orally before the court, for settlement of
the case, or part thereof, the court, upon motion, may enter judgment
pursuant to the terms of the settlement. If requested by the parties, the court
may retain jurisdiction over the parties to enforce the settlernent until
performance in full of the terms of the settlement.

(CodelCiV. Proc., § 664.6.) "A étipulated jﬁdgment is indeed a judgment; entry thcrfaof Isa
judicial act that a court has discretion to perform.” (C'alz_'fornia State Automobile Ass’'n Inter-
Insurance Bureau v. Superior Court (1990) 50 Cal.3d 65 3, 664.) Moreover, seftlement
agreeﬁlents- are "highly favored" and "[g]enerally, when parties decide to elixrxJ:nate the risks of
further litigation by stipulated agreement, . . . the courts should respect the parties’ choice and
assist them in settlement." (Plaza Hollister,lsupra, 72 Cal.App.4th at 12.)

A stipulated judgment is considered "in the nature of a contract subject to interpretation
and construction." (Pardee Coustruction Co. v. City of Camarillo (1984) 37 Cal.3d 465, 471.)
Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, section 664.6, the trial court sits as the trier of fact to .
determine whether the parties have entered into 2 valid and binding settlement. (Kokn v. Jaymar-
Ruby, Inc. (1994) 23 Cal.App.4th 1530, 1533.) To that end, a court may reject a stipulated |
judgzr_xént where the "stipulation is confrary to public policy [citation] or...incorporates an
erroneous rule of law." (California State Automobile Ass’n, supra, 50 Cal.34 at 665; .see also,
Plaza Hollister Limited Partnership v. County of San Benito (1999) 72 Cal.App.4th 1, 12.) The

Stipulated Judgment in the present case is neither, however, and the Court should enter judgment

DEFENDANTS’ OFPOSITION TO OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED STIPULATED JUDGMENT
CASE NO. 05211597 3
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as'requested. _
A. The Stipulated Judgment Is Consistent With Law.

The central tenet of the 49ers argument is that the Department "promulgated
regulations by private agreement.” (49ers’ Objs., p. 2:21-22.) According to the 49ers, the
"fundamental problem" with the agreed upon seasonal restrictions and closures is that théy .
"could not lawfully be attained by the Department nnder any of the pertinent statutory
authorities," (Id., p. 2:10-11.) To reach this conclusion, the 49ers mischaracterize the Stipu?lated
Judg;nent, and ignore the Department’s Tawful exercise of discretion as a lead and trustee agency
under CEQA in the midst of 2 CEQA lawsuit. .

1. The Departmeﬁt Properly Settled the Present Action by Agreeing to Interim

Injunctive Relief Under CEQA That Will Avoid or Substantially Lessen
Alleged Significant Impacts on Coho Salmon and Other Species of Special
Concern. ' : ' '

Distilled to its essence, the Tribe’s CEQA challenge is based on claims that suctiﬁn
dxedgiﬁg in the Klamath; Scott and Salmén Rivers result§ in new significant or substantially
more severe environtoental impacts than previously disclosed by the Department in the 1994
EIR. They contend, then, that because the issuance of suction dredge permits is a discretionary
action subject to CEQA, the Department must mitigate those imupacts consistent with the 1994
EIR, or conduct subsequent or supplemental environmental review. Rather than ]itigate the
merits of the Tribe’s arguments, however, the Department pursued and ultimately agreed to seitle
the case Wiﬂlbut any admission of liability ¥

Contrary to the 49¢rs® claims, the seasonal restrictions and closures embodied by the
Joint Stipulation a.nd Stipulated Tudgment are not regulations, nor do they bind the Department to
specific prohibitions on sﬁction dredging. Instead, the restrictions and closures serve as
avoldance and mitigation measures agreed to by the Department under CEQA to address
allegations related to significant, adverse er_wironmental impacts. (See generally, Manji

1

1. The decision to settle the case is clearly within the Departrnent’s discretion to marshal
its lirnited resources as it deems appropriate. (See Heckler v. Chaney (1985) 470 U.S. 821, 831
["an agency's decisionnot to prosecute or enforce, whether through civil or criminal process, is a
decision generally committed to an agency's absolute discretion."].)
DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED STIPULATED JUDGMENT
CASE NO. 05211597 4
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Declaration, 1 4, 5, 7, 8, 10-13.) Indeed, at most, the closures and seasonal restrictions are
narrowly tailored injunctive relief pending completion of a formal rulemaking action by the
Department under the APA and related review under CEQA. Despite the 49ers’ claims, nothing
in the Stipulated Judgment requires the Department to aciopt the interim closures and seasonal
restrictions as regulations under the AfA. Likewise, nothing in the Stipulated Judgment compels
the Department to exercise its discretion and independent judgment under CEQA or tﬁe APA in
any partiqular manner at some point in the futﬁ;e. Finally, nothing forecloses any party’s
participation in any future rulemaking.

The Stipulated Judgment, in this respect, is entirely consistent with the statutory
direction in CEQA urging the jﬁdiciary to.favor ﬁanow and appropriate, but environmentally
protective remedies. CEQA provides, for example, that any court order "shall include only those
mandates which are necessary to achieve compliance with [the Act]" and that any such order
shoﬁld only address "those specific activities in noncompliance" wiﬁ‘ CEQA. (Pub. Resources
Code, 21168.9, subd. (b).) The same section also provides, in per‘;hleﬁt part, that any

Yorder shall b.a limited to that portion of & determination, finding, ér decision

or specific project activity or activities found to be in noncornpliance only if

a court finds that (1) the portion or specific project activity or activities are

severable, (2) severance will not prejudice complete and fuil compliance

with [CEQA], and (3) the court has not found the remainder of the project to

be in noncompliance with [CEQA]."

(Ibid.) '

. The Department respectfully submits that the Court should view the interim closures
and seasonal restrictions in accord with these CEQA provisions. The interim measures are
narrowly crafted to add;ess only the alleged impacts at issue, they will not compromise complete
and full compliance with. CEQA in connection with a future rulemnaking acti;an, and there 15
nothing to suggest the Department’s suction dreldgiug permitting program is out of compliance
with CEQA. The argument by the 49ers begs tl'xe question if CEQA authorizes the Court to
fashion a remedy in the present action that includes interim reliéf similar to or identic;l to the
closures and seasonal restrictions at issué, why is a stipulated judgmept to the same effect to be

‘precluded? | 7

DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO OBIJECTIONS TO PROPOSED STIPULALED JUDGMENT
CASE NO. 05211597 : 5 '
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2. The Interim Closures and Seasonal Restrictions Are Consistent With Legal
Mandates Governing the Department’s Obligations as a L.ead and Trustee
Agen:y Under CEQA

Every State and local public agency in California is subject to CEQA’s "substantive
mandate." That mandate, as recognized by the California Supreme Court, requires agengies to
Initigate significant effects on the environment to the extent feasible. "Under CEQA, a public
agency must . . . consider measures that might mitigate a project's adverse environmental impact,
and adopt them if feasible." (Mountain Lion Foundazibn v. Fish & Game Com. (1997) 16 |
Cal.4th 105, 123, 134, [citing Pub. Resources Codc,l §§ 21002, 21081]; cmphasis added; see also
Sierra Club v, State Board of Forestry (1994) 7 ’Cal.4th 1215, 1233 ["CEQA compels
government first to identify the environmental effects of projects, and then to rnitigatle those
advérse effects through the itnposition of feasible mitigatibn measures or through the selection of
feasible alternatives"]; Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 30, 41 .
["CEQA contains substantive provisions with which agencies must comply. The ml:st important
of these is the provision requiring public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant
adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen
such effects.”].)

CEQA’s substantive mandate takes on added significance for the Department as the
State’s trustee for fish and wildlife resources. (See generally Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15386,
subd. (a); Pub. Resources Code, § 210;70.) Fish and Game Code section 1802 p;‘ovides, for
example, that flie Department "has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and
managér.n_ent of fish, wildlife, native planté, and habitat necessary for biologically sustainable
populations of those species." (Fish & G. Code, § 1802.) In that capacity, the Depa.ftnent is
specifically directed to, among other fh:inés, "encourage the pfeservation, conservation, and
maintenance of Wildlife resources under the jurisdiction and influence of the state." (Zd., § 1801.)
That charge, coupled with, its obligation to comply with CEQA’s substantive mandate, provides
the legal Basis and authority for the Department’s exercise of discretion in the context of the
present lawsuit. Any suggestions to the contrary are mistaken.

W

DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO OBJECIIONS TO PROPOSED STIPULATED JUDGMENT
CASE NO. 05211597 6
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3. The Interim Closures and Seasonal Restrictions Are Not "Regulations” Nor
Do They Bind the Department to Specific Prohibitions on Suction Dredging.

The 49ers cast the Joint Stipﬁlation a8 regula_tions pmmulgated by private agreement.
As arg'ue& above, the Department has made no such agreement. The restrictions contained in the
gettlemnent are proper interim injunctive relief under CEQA.

In disparaging the settlemenf, the 49ers pose the type of ;eiief that would be
appropriate in their view. Specifically, the 49ers concede that an agreement to the formulation of
a specific proposed rule combined with the reservation of authority to adopt the regulation would
be acceptable. (49ers® Objs., at 6:20-22; 10, n. 10.) The 49ers construe the case law and the
Departinent’s discrefion too narrowly, however. |

The 49ers cite vthe purportedly "widely-cited dissent" in Citizens for a Better
Environment v. Gorsuch (1983) 718 F.2d 1117, in support of their contention. In doing so, the
49ers never cite the Court the actual holding in Gaorsuch. In Gorsuch, a group of companies and
an industry association intervenéd in lawsuits brought by environmental groups against the EPA
alleging the failure to comply with certain pmv.isions of the Clean Water Act (CWA) regarding
th? regulation of toxic waste. (I/d. at 1120.) Industy challenged a settlement agreement between
the envitonmental groups and EPA in which EPA agreed to a "detailed program for developing
regulations to deal with the dischatge of toxic pollutants;;, alleging that this infringed upon the
EPA Administrators’ discretion under the CWA. (]z.z". at 1120-21.) The D.C. Circuit rejected this
argument holding that the settlement agreement does not "impermissibly infringe" on EPA’s
discretion; this despite EPA’s concession that the agreernlent d:l.d infringe on its discretion to a
lhnifcd extent. (/d. at 1130, 1127.) A critical factor in the court’s decision was that any |
infringement §vas done "with EPA’s consent”. ([d. at 1128.) Inreaching ﬂ’]lS conclusion, the
court also rejected the argument that the district court acted beyond its authority because portiéns
of the agreement went beyond the statutory requirements of the CWA. The court established that
"the focus of the court’s attention in assessing the agreement should be the purposes which the
statute is intended to serve." (Id. at 1125.) In the case of the CWA, the proper analysis was "that

it was ‘consistent with Congress’ intent that water pollution be curbed." (Id.)

DEFENDANTS® OPPOSITION TO OBYECTIONS TO PROPOSED STIPULATED TUDGMENT
CASE NO. 05211597 7
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While the relief agreed npon by the Department is not the same as that agreed to by -
EPA in Gorsuch, there are many parallels that can be drawn from that case. As mentioned
previously, tﬁe restrictions on suction dredging in the stipulated judgment, at most, constitute
limited injunctive relief pending completion of a formal mlémaking action by the Department.
Similar to the EPA in Gorsuch, the Department exercised its discretion to agree to interir relief
that in its j.udgment copstitutes mitigation measures under CEQA to address the allegations in the
Tribe’s Complaint of additional environmental irupacts. This interim relief is consistent with the
Legislature’s intent in CEQA that the environment be prc?tected where feasible, as well as with
the Departmnent’s role as trustee of fish resources. (See Section B., z‘nﬁﬂzz.)‘ Thus, the Stipulated
Judgtaent is consistent with "the purposes which the statute[s] [ére] intended to serve."
(Gor.s'uch supra, 718 F.2d at 1125 )

Moreover, the Department’s action in entering into this settlement is supported by the
California Supreme Court’s decision in Southern California Edison Co. v. Peevey (2003) 31

Cal.4th 781. There, in the context of régulatory rate-setting, the PUC was allowed to enter a

stipulated judgment, while delib'erating in closed session, that set rates to which TURN (a

nonprofit group) later objected. | (Id. at 798-805.) The Court analyzed the Bagley-Keene and
Brown Acts and found that a2 public agency, even in a regulatory context, must be allowed to
enter into a settlement in closed session. (/d.) This underscores the Department’s ability to do
the same here, particularly since it is not subject to the public notice provisions of those acts.

Additionally, stipulated judgments are b‘y their very nature contracts, (Pardee
Construction Ca., supra, 37 Cal.3d at 471.) The Depa:mneﬁt can bind itself contractually to any
number of obligations that it might not otherwise have under statute, as long as consistent with -
the purposes of the .stamt'e. Here, binding itself to a particular formn of injunctive relief Whiie
résewing its full authority in any future rilemaking, is a proper exercise of the Departlnent’s
discretion to contract; particularly in light of its dual roles as trustee of the resource and lead
agency under CEQA. (See Pardee, supra; 37 Cal.3d at 468-73; see leo Stephens v. City of Vista
(1993) 994 F.2d 650, 655-56.)

Finally, the regulations contemplated by Fish and Game Code section 5653 are

DEFENDANTS" OPPOSITION TO OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED STIPULATED YUDGMENT
CASE NO, 05211597 : , B
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couched entirely in terms of suction dredge activities that will not be "deleteriouns to fish." (Fish
& G. Code, § 5653, subd. (b).) Faced with allegations that the suction dredge permitting
program is xesulting in i];np.acts under CEQA that are deleterious to fish, certainly the Department
could agree to interim relief to address those alleged effects pending a formal rulemaking action.
To rule otherwise, of course, would sweep aside underlying statutory intent, CEQA’s substantive
mandate, and the Departient’s charge as California’s trustee agency for fish and wildlife. .

4. The 49ers Seek an Alte_rnatiVe Remedy That Exceeds the Court’s Authority.

The flaw in the 49ers’ logic is highlighted by a request for relief from the Court.
According to the 496.1‘8, "a simple command to the Department to initiate rulemaking proceedings -
to address such issues as the Department and Tribe agree merit renewed consideration would
avoid all [the complained of] vices" brought on by the Stipulated Judgment. (49ers’ Objs., at
12:10-12.) Yet, a judicial mandate to the Department that it initiate a rulemaking action is
beyond the scope of the Court’s éuthority. (See Pub, Resources Code, 21167.9, subd. (c).)» In
conﬁrast,_ entering judgment as fropésed isnot. (See generally, Code Civ. Proc., § 664.6; Pub.
Resources Code, § 21168.9, subds. (a),-(b)f)

B. The Settlement Effectuates Important Public Policy.

As discussed above, the settlement agreed to by the Department provides additional
protection for-Coho saifnon and other sf.vecies of special concern. (See generally, Manji
Declaration, 19 4, 5, 7, 8, 10-13.) The conservation of fish and fish habitat, as well as the
maintenance "biologically sustainable populations” are clearly expressed policies of the state.
(Fish & G. Code, §§ 1801, 1700.) Moreover, the policies underlying CEQA encourage the
protection of the environment of California. (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21000, 21001.) The
49ers hax-re not demonstrated, and they éaﬁnot, that the additional protection of Coho and other '
species afforded by the settlement is against public policy. Indeed, the opposite conclusion is
inescapablc.

The Department believes the Joint Sﬁpulation and Stipulated Judgment are an
appropriate expression of both the Department’s and this Court’s au;rhority to resolve CEQA

disputes, and will result in additional, scientifically sound protection of the resource. (Manji

DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSI‘TION TO OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED STIPULATED TUDGMENT
CASENO. 05211597 9
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Declaration, 1Y 6, 9, 10—13.) The 49ers have not overcome the strong presumption in favor of
settlement by demonstrating that the stipulated judgment is contrary to public policy or
incorporates an erroneous rule of law. Accordingly, the settlement is valid and binding and the
stipnlated judgment should be entered.
CONCLUSION

The 49ers real interest here is to scuttle a settlement negotiated in good faith and
consistent with the Department’s trust responsibility. Because the 49ers attempt to unlawfully
impede the proper exercise of authority by the Department under CEQA and in fulfilling its trust
responsibility to protect fish resoutces, and cannot demonstrate that the stipulated judgment is
inconsistent with the Department’s authority, the Department respectfully requeéts that the
st1pu1ated judgment be entered. ' |

Dated: January 20, 2006
Respectfully subrmitted,

BILL LOCKYER
Attorney General of the State of California

* JOHN DAVIDSON,
Supervising Deputy Attorney General.

MARK W, POOLE .
Deputy Attorney General

Attorneys for Defendants

DEFENDANTS” OPPOSITION TO OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED STIPULATED JUDGMENT
CASE NO. 05211597 ' L 10
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and not a party to this matter. I am familiar with the business practice at the Office of the Attorney
General for collection and processing of correspondence for mailing with the United States Postal
Service. In accordance with that practice, correspondence placed in the internal mail collection
system at the Office of the Attotney General is deposited with the United States Postal Semce that
same day in the ordinary course of business.

On January 20, 2006, 1 served the attached

DEFENDANTS’ MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN OPPOSITION TO
THE OBJECTIONS OF THE NEW 49'ERS, INC., AND RAYMOND W. KOONS TO THE
PROFOSED STIPULATED JUDGMENT

by placing a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope with postage thereon fully prepaid,
in the internal mail collection system at the Office of the Attorney Genersl at 455 Golden Gate
Avenue, Suite 11000, San Francisco, California 94102-7004, addressed as follows:

Roger Beers ' Neysa A: Fligor

Law Offices of Roger Beers Stein & Lubin LLP

2930 Lakeshore Ave., Suite 408 : 600 Montgomery Street, 14 Floor
Oakland, CA 94610 . San Francisco, CA 94111

(510) 835-9849 (415) 981-4343

James Wheaton

Environmental Law Foundation
1736 Franklin Street, 9th Floor
Oakland, CA 94612

(510) 208-4562

Additionally, I served a true copy by facsimile machine, pursuant to California Rules of Court,
rule 2008, in our facsimile machine at (415) 703-5480 and faxed the documents to ((510)
835-9849, (415) 981-4343, and (510) 208-4562, The facsimile machine I used complied with
Rule 2008, and no error was reported by the machine. Pursuant to Rule 2008, subdivision (&)(4),
I caused the machine to print a record of the transmission, a copy of which is attached to th.ls
declaration,

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California the foregoing is true
- and correct and that this declaraiion was executed on January 20, 2006, at San Francisco,

California. . /.,
Elza Moreira : ' ( ; " / -

Declarant Signature




