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Attorneys for Plaintiffs
MICHIKO SHIOTA GINGERY, KOICHI MERA, and
GAHT-US CORPORATION

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

MICHIKO SHIOTA GINGERY, an
individual, KOICHI MERA, an
individual, GAHT-US Corporation, a
California non-profit corporation,

Plaintiffs,

v.

CITY OF GLENDALE, a municipal
corporation, SCOTT OCHOA, in his
capacity as Glendale City Manager,

Defendants.

Case No. 2:14-cv-1291

COMPLAINT FOR
DECLARATORY AND
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF
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Plaintiffs Michiko Shiota Gingery, Koichi Mera and GAHT-US Corporation

(“GAHT”), allege as follows:

JURISDICTION
1. This action arises under, inter alia, 42 U.S.C. § 1983; the foreign

affairs powers of the United States, U.S. Const. art. II, sec. 1, cl. 1; sec. 2, cl. 1;

sec. 2, cl. 2; and sec. 3; and the Supremacy Clause, U.S. Constitution, art. VI, cl. 2.

This Court has subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 and

1343(a)(3), and the power to grant declaratory and injunctive relief under 28

U.S.C. §§ 2201 and 2202. This Court also has supplemental jurisdiction under 28

U.S.C. § 1367 over all claims that are so related to claims in the action within

original jurisdiction such that they form part of the same case or controversy.

2. Venue is proper in this district pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b)

because the conduct complained of occurred, is occurring, and/or will continue to

occur in Glendale, California, within this judicial district. Defendant City of

Glendale (“Glendale”) maintains its offices in Glendale, California. Defendant

Scott Ochoa (“Ochoa”), who is sued in his official capacity as the City Manager of

Glendale, maintains his offices in Glendale, California.

NATURE OF THE ACTION
3. Plaintiffs seek injunctive and declaratory relief relating to the

presence of a monument authorized by Glendale and Ochoa and condemning the

nation of Japan for its involvement with and treatment of what have come to be

known as “comfort women.” The monument is located on public land in a publicly

owned park in Glendale known as Central Park, located at 201 South Colorado St.,

Glendale, CA 91205 (the “Public Monument”). Plaintiffs seeks this relief on the

grounds that the Public Monument exceeds the power of Glendale, infringes upon

the federal government’s power to exclusively conduct the foreign affairs of the

United States, and violates the Supremacy Clause of the U.S. Constitution.
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4. The Public Monument threatens to negatively affect U.S. foreign

relations with Japan, one of this nation’s most important allies, and is inconsistent

with the foreign policy of the United States. That policy is to encourage the

relevant foreign nations with direct involvement in the historic events involving

comfort women, including the governments of Japan and the Republic of Korea

(“South Korea”), to resolve the debate relating to comfort women between or

among themselves without the involvement of the United States. The proper

historical characterization of the events in issue and the precise role of national

governments in those acts have been the subject of discussions and negotiations

between the governments of Japan and South Korea for decades, and remain an

active topic of political debate.

5. The emplacement of the Public Monument also violates Glendale’s

Municipal Code.

PARTIES

6. Plaintiff Michiko Shiota Gingery (“Gingery”) is a long-time resident

of Glendale. Gingery lives in the vicinity of Central Park and the Public

Monument. Gingery is a founding member of Glendale’s Sister City Committee, a

committee created to develop and administer Glendale’s Sister City Program. In

this capacity, Gingery made significant contributions to Glendale’s establishment

of a Sister City relationship with the City of Higashiosaka (at the time called

Hiraoka), Japan, Glendale’s first Sister City. Gingery was born in Japan, and is

now a naturalized U.S. citizen. As a Glendale resident of Japanese heritage,

Gingery believes the Public Monument presents an unfairly one-sided portrayal of

the historical and political debate surrounding comfort women and presents the

potential to disrupt the United States’ strategic alliances with its closest East Asian

allies, Japan and South Korea. She also believes the emplacement of the Public

Monument represents a significant obstacle in maintaining friendly relations

among Glendale’s sister-cities, the primary objective of the Sister City Program.
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Gingery suffers feelings of exclusion, discomfort, and anger because of the

position espoused by her city of residence through its display and endorsement of

the Public Monument. Gingery would like to use Glendale’s Central Park and the

Adult Recreation Center located within Central Park. But she now avoids doing so

because she is offended by the Public Monument’s pointed expression of

disapproval of Japan and the Japanese people. In addition, the presence of the

Public Monument diminishes Gingery’s enjoyment of the Central Park and its

Adult Recreation Center.

7. Plaintiff GAHT-US Corporation (“GAHT-US”) is a non-profit public

benefit corporation organized under the laws of the State of California. The

purpose of GAHT-US is to provide accurate and fact-based educational resources

to the public in the U.S., including within California and Glendale, concerning the

history of World War II and related events, with an emphasis on Japan’s role.

GAHT-US has undertaken this goal in an effort to enhance a mutual historical and

cultural understanding between and among the Japanese and American people.

Given its mission, GAHT-US believes that the Public Monument advances an

unfairly biased portrayal of the Japanese government’s purported involvement with

comfort women during the Second World War. Individual members of GAHT-US

reside in Glendale and nearby cities. GAHT-US’s members suffer feelings of

exclusion, discomfort, and anger by the continued presence of the Public

Monument, and the controversial and disputed stance on the debate surrounding

comfort women that it perpetuates. Although GAHT-US members would like to

use Glendale’s Central Park and its Adult Recreation Center, they no longer intend

to do so as a result of their distress due to the Public Monument. In addition, the

presence of the Public Monument diminishes GAHT-US members’ enjoyment of

the Central Park and its Adult Recreation Center.

8. Plaintiff Koichi Mera (“Mera”) is a Japanese-American resident of the

City of Los Angeles and the President of GAHT-US. Mera disagrees with and is
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offended by the position espoused by Glendale through the Public Monument and

its pointed condemnation of the Japanese people and government. Although Mera

would like to use Glendale’s Central Park and its Adult Recreation Center, as a

result of his alienation due to the Public Monument, he avoids doing so. In

addition, the presence of the Public Monument diminishes Mera’s enjoyment of

the Central Park and its Adult Recreation Center.

9. Defendant Glendale is a political subdivision of the State of California

operating under a charter authorized by the State of California that empowers it to

pass lawful ordinances and to govern and administer municipal activities within

Glendale’s city limits, with authority to be sued in its own name. Glendale’s

governing authority consists of city council, composed of five city council

members (the “City Council”), one of whom also serves as the mayor. The City

Council makes policy decisions for Glendale, including decisions regarding the use

of public lands.

10. At all relevant times hereto, defendant Ochoa has been the duly

appointed City Manager of Glendale with supervisorial responsibility over the day-

to-day administration of Glendale’s various departments and staff, including but

not limited to Glendale’s Department of Community Services and Parks,

Department of Public Works, Department of Community Development, and

Department of Management Services; these departments in one or another manner

are involved in the management and operation of Central Park and/or the Public

Monument. Ochoa effectively acts as, and is publicly held out to operate as,

Glendale’s Chief Executive Officer. At all relevant times with respect to the

Public Monument, Ochoa acted under color of state law and with the power and

authority granted to him by the State of California and Glendale to deprive

Plaintiffs of their federal constitutional rights, for which Plaintiffs seek injunctive

and declaratory relief.
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FACTUAL BACKGROUND
Glendale’s Public Monument

11. At a Special Meeting on July 9, 2013, the City Council approved the

installation of the Public Monument, described as “a Korean Sister City ‘Comfort

Woman’ Peace Monument,” on a substantial portion of public land immediately

adjacent to the Adult Recreation Center Plaza in Central Park. The Public

Monument was unveiled 21 days later, on July 30, 2013. The Public Monument is

a 1,100-pound bronze statue of a young girl in Korean dress sitting next to an

empty chair with a bird perched on her shoulder. Integral to and alongside the

statue is a permanent bronze plaque that reads:

I was a sex slave of Japanese military

x Torn hair symbolizes the girl being snatched from her

home by the Imperial Japanese Army.

x Tight fists represent the girl’s firm resolve for a

deliverance of justice.

x Bare and unsettled feet represent having been abandoned

by the cold and unsympathetic world.

x Bird on the girl’s shoulder symbolizes a bond between us

and the deceased victims.

x Empty chair symbolizes survivors who are dying of old

age without having yet witnessed justice.

x Shadow of the girl is that of an old grandma, symbolizing

passage of time spent in silence.

x Butterfly in shadow represents hope that victims may

resurrect one day to receive their apology.

Peace Monument

In memory of more than 200,000 Asian and Dutch

women who were removed from their homes in Korea,
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China, Taiwan, Japan, the Philippines, Thailand,

Vietnam, Malaysia, East Timor and Indonesia, to be

coerced into sexual slavery by the Imperial Armed

Forces of Japan between 1932 and 1945.

And in celebration of proclamation of “Comfort Women

Day” by the City of Glendale on July 30, 2012, and of

passing of House Resolution 121 by the United States

Congress on July 30, 2007, urging the Japanese

Government to accept historical responsibility for these

crimes.

It is our sincere hope that these unconscionable violations

of human rights shall never recur.

July 30, 2013.

12. No other monuments are present in this area of Central Park and, upon

information and belief, no other permanent markers may be placed there without

approval of the City Council.

13. Glendale exercises exclusive custody and control of Central Park and

the Public Monument, and upon information and belief, provides all necessary

maintenance services for the Public Monument.

The Historical Background Of The Debate Concerning Comfort Women
14. During World War II and the decade leading up to it, an unknown

number of women from Japan, Korea, China, and a number of nations in Southeast

Asia, were recruited, employed, and/or otherwise acted as sexual partners for

troops of the Japanese Empire in various parts of the Pacific Theater of war. These
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women are often referred to as comfort women, a loose translation of the Japanese

word for prostitute.

15. Beginning in the 1980s, a dispute arose between South Korea and the

government of Japan concerning the hardships experienced by Korean comfort

women and whether the Japanese government forcefully recruited comfort women.

16. Officials of the Japanese government assert that the Japanese military

and Japanese Imperial government were not responsible for or directly involved in

the recruitment of comfort women, and that private firms and individuals

undertook the recruitment.

17. Other governments, including that of South Korea, claim that comfort

women were recruited by and/or forced into sexual slavery by the Imperial

Japanese government and/or officials of the Japanese military.

18. The debate concerning historic responsibility for the comfort women

camps has been a significant and ongoing source of tension in recent decades

between Japan and South Korea, both of which are critical American allies.

Disagreements concerning responsibility for comfort women are a major

impediment to improved present-day relations between Japan and South Korea,

which are less than cordial.

Efforts By Japan and South Korea To Address The Dispute

19. After some years of controversy regarding the Japanese Imperial

Government’s alleged involvement with comfort women, in 1995 Japan

established the Asian Women’s Fund to distribute compensation to former comfort

women in South Korea, the Philippines, Taiwan, the Netherlands, and Indonesia,

and to provide them with letters of apology from the Prime Minister of Japan.

20. Nonetheless, several governments, including the government of South

Korea, have continued to demand that Japan take additional steps to redress

grievances relating to comfort women.
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21. The Japanese government asserts that all World War II-related claims

against Japan, including those related to comfort women, were resolved by the

Treaty of Peace signed in San Francisco by Japan, the United States, and 47 other

allied nations in 1951 (the “Treaty of San Francisco”), the Treaty on Basic

Relations between Japan and the Republic of Korea dated June 22, 1965, and/or

the Agreement on the Settlement of Problems Concerning Property and Claims and

on Economic Co-operation between Japan and the Republic of Korea also dated

June 22, 1965 (the “Settlement Agreement”).

22. Article 4(a) of the Treaty of San Francisco provides that claims of

Korean and Chinese nationals relating to Japan’s wartime conduct, including issues

related to comfort women, are to be addressed through government-to-government

negotiations between Japan and each of those countries.

23. Article 2(1) of the Settlement Agreement provides that the “problem

concerning property, rights and interests of the two Contracting Parties [i.e., Japan

and South Korea] and their nationals (including juridical persons) and concerning

claims between the Contracting Parties and their nationals . . . is settled completely

and finally.”

24. In December 2011, Japanese Prime Minister Yoshihiko Noda and

South Korean President Lee Myung-bak held talks in Kyoto, Japan in an effort to

improve bilateral relations between the two neighboring countries. The

discussions terminated when President Lee pressed Prime Minister Noda to take

additional responsibility for Korean comfort women. Plaintiffs are informed and

believe that no further discussions between Japan and South Korea have since

taken place.

Glendale’s Installation Of The Public Monument
25. Glendale has established a Glendale Sister Cities program to initiate

ongoing communication and “promote[] interest and good will” between and

among Glendale and its Sister Cities. As of March 2009, Glendale had six Sister
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City partnerships: Higashiosaka, Japan; Hiroshima, Japan; Tlaquepaque, Mexico;

Rosarito, Mexico; Ghapan, Armenia; and Goseong City, the Republic of Korea.

26. On September 6, 2011, the City Council instructed Glendale’s

Community Services and Parks staff to explore the possibility of dedicating a

portion of public land within Glendale for acceptance and installation of

memorials, monuments, and/or artifacts representative of Glendale’s sister city

partners.

27. On March 26, 2013, the City Council voted to dedicate a plot of

public land within Central Park and adjacent to the Adult Recreation Center Plaza

for the purpose of sister city-related monuments and memorials.

28. In the spring and summer of 2013, a proposal was made to place a

statue in Central Park dedicated to comfort women. During that period, the City

Council received hundreds of letters and emails in opposition to the installation of

the monument, almost entirely from residents and interested persons of Japanese

ancestry.

29. At a July 9, 2013 Special Meeting the City Council considered and

approved a motion to install the Public Monument, described as a “Korean Sister

City ‘Comfort Women’ Peace Monument,” on public land within Central Park.

The report recommending approval of the installation of the Public Monument,

submitted to the City Council in conjunction with the motion, included a schematic

diagram depicting the proposed statue and its location. The inclusion of the

motion to approve installation of the Public Monument in the Special Meeting

agenda was submitted to and approved by Ochoa.

30. The schematic diagram of the proposed statue did not include any

mention of, or reference to, the text of the plaque that currently is part of the Public

Monument. During the Special Meeting, City Council Member Ara Najarian

asked Glendale Community Relations Coordinator Dan Bell whether the statue

would be accompanied by a plaque and, if so, its inscription. Mr. Bell advised the
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City Council that the plaque would say that it was “commemorating and in honor

of the comfort women.” Mr. Bell made no mention of the text of the plaque that

ultimately was installed as part of the Public Monument.

31. During the Special Meeting, numerous individuals, including

Japanese-Americans, publicly opposed and condemned the proposed installation of

the statue, arguing that the comfort women issue is a matter of current diplomatic

communications between South Korea and Japan, and the disputed view advanced

by the South Korean government on comfort women.

32. Notwithstanding the numerous objections voiced at the Special

Meeting, the City Council approved the installation of the “Korean Sister City

‘Comfort Women’ Peace Monument” “as shown and described in the Report to

Council dated July 9, 2013” by a vote of 4 to 1. Glendale Mayor Dave Weaver,

who voted against installation of the Public Monument, later explained in a letter

to Yoshikazu Noda, Mayor of Higashiosaka, Japan (a Glendale sister city) that the

dispute over comfort women “is an international one between Japan and South

Korea and the City of Glendale should not be involved on either side.”

33. Three weeks after the City Council’s approval, on July 30, 2013, the

1,100 pound bronze Public Monument was unveiled in Central Park. As described

above, the statue was accompanied by a plaque accusing the Japanese government

of “coerc[ing]” more than 200,000 women “into sexual slavery,” and “urging the

Japanese Government to accept historical responsibility for these crimes,” which it

labels an “unconscionable violations of human rights.” The City Council never

voted to approve the language included on the plaque.

34. Following the Public Monument’s installation, at the July 30, 2013

Meeting of the City Council, Glendale City Council Member Laura Friedman

commented: “We really put the city of Glendale on the international map today by

doing this.”
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35. The installation of the Public Monument prompted opponents of the

Public Monument to commence a petition to compel its removal. The petition,

posted on President Barack Obama’s website “We The People” in late 2013,

quickly received more than 108,000 signatures.

The Japanese Government’s Reaction To The Public Monument

36. Glendale’s decision to install the Public Monument has elicited

numerous unfavorable reactions from the Japanese government.

37. On July 24, 2013, Kuni Sato, the press secretary of the Japanese

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, expressed Japan’s official displeasure, remarking that

installation of the Public Monument “does not coincide with our understanding” of

the comfort women dispute.

38. On July 25, 2013, Yoshikazu Noda, the Mayor of Glendale’s sister

city, Higashiosaka, Japan, advised the City Council that the installation of the

Public Monument was “an extremely deplorable situation and the people of

Higashiosaka are hurt at a decision made by [Glendale] city to install a comfort

woman monument.”

39. On July 31, 2013, Kenichiro Sasae, Japanese Ambassador to the

United States, declared that Glendale’s action is “irreconcilable” with the position

of the Government of Japan and is “highly regrettable.”

40. On July 31, 2013, Mr. Yoshihide Suga, Japan’s Chief Cabinet

Secretary, described Glendale’s decision to install the Public Monument as

“extremely regrettable.” He added that Glendale’s action “conflicts with the

[Japanese] government’s view that the issue of the comfort women should not be

part of any political or diplomatic agenda.”

41. On August 13, 2013, Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe stated that

he was “extremely dissatisfied” with the installation of the Public Monument.

42. On January 16, 2014, after being denied a request to meet with

Glendale’s Mayor and City Council, an association of 321 local Japanese
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government legislators submitted an official letter to Glendale, protesting the

Public Monument’s installation “in the strongest terms” and requesting “that the

statue be removed immediately.” The letter advised Glendale that “the distorted

view of history that the statue represents . . . will surely jeopardize world peace and

the possibility of a bright future for our children.”

The Executive Branch’s Foreign Policy Position On Comfort Women
43. The Executive Branch of the United States, which has primary

authority over the direction and conduct of U.S. foreign affairs, consistently has

sought to avoid having the United States become embroiled in the contentious

historical debate concerning comfort women between its two most important East

Asian allies.

44. For example, on May 8, 2001, the United States filed a Statement of

Interest in connection with a lawsuit brought by 15 former comfort women against

Japan entitled Joo v. Japan, United States District Court for the District of

Columbia, Case No. 1:00-cv-02233-HHK. That Statement of Interest warned that

addressing the comfort women issue in the United States could disrupt Japan’s

“delicate” relations with China and Korea, thereby creating “serious implications

for stability in the region.”

45. Based upon the Statement of Interest, the United States Court of

Appeal for the District of Columbia Circuit dismissed the Joo case as presenting

nonjusticiable political questions, holding that “choosing between the interests of

two foreign states . . . would adversely affect the foreign relations of the United

States.”

46. The United States continues to encourage resolution of the comfort

women issue between Japan and its neighbors through government-to-government

negotiations. During a January 7, 2013 press briefing, White House Spokesperson

Victoria Nuland reported that the Administration “continue[s] to hope that the

countries in the region can work together to resolve their concerns over historical
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issues in an amicable way and through dialogue. As you know, we have no closer

ally than Japan. We want to see the new Japanese Government, the new South

Korean Government, all of the countries in Northeast Asia working together and

solving any outstanding issues, whether they are territorial, whether they’re

historic, through dialogue.”

47. During a trip to Seoul, South Korea in February 2014, U.S. Secretary

of State John Kerry said: “It is up to Japan and [South Korea] to put history behind

them and move the relationship forward. And it is critical at the same time that we

maintain robust trilateral cooperation.” “We urge our friends in Japan and South

Korea, we urge both of them to work with us together to find a way forward to

help resolve the deeply felt historic differences that still have meaning

today . . . .We will continue to encourage both allies to find mutually acceptable

approaches to legacy issues from the past.”

48. In February 2014, Daniel Russel, the U.S. Assistant Secretary of State

for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, commented that the U.S.’s position on the

comfort women issue is to continue efforts to help manage “sensitive historical

legacy problems in a way that contributes to healing and forgiveness in []

conversations in Japan and elsewhere in the region.”

The Public Monument Threatens Irreparable Injury to Plaintiffs

49. Despite vocal domestic and international public protest, Glendale

persisted in installing the Public Monument, forcing Plaintiffs to bring this action.

50. Allowing the Public Monument to remain in place in Glendale’s

Central Park threatens irreparable injury to Gingery, Mera, GAHT-US, and its

members. As a longtime resident of Glendale with active involvement in

Glendale’s Sister City Program, the presence of the Public Monument within the

designated Sister City area of Glendale’s Central Park has turned visiting Central

Park into a highly offensive endeavor, effectively denying Gingery full enjoyment

of the Park’s benefits.

Case 2:14-cv-01291-PA-AJW   Document 1   Filed 02/20/14   Page 14 of 18   Page ID #:14



14
COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

708340890

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

51. The presence of the Public Monument has had a similar impact on

GAHT-US’s members, including Mera, who avoid using and benefitting from

Glendale’s Central Park.

52. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law to address the foregoing

injuries.

53. If the Public Monument is removed, Plaintiffs will again make use of

Glendale’s Central Park and its Adult Recreation Center.

54. An actual controversy has arisen and now exists between Plaintiffs

and Defendants.

55. Plaintiffs contend that installation of the Public Monument

unconstitutionally intrudes on the Executive Branch’s authority to conduct

American foreign policy, and that Glendale’s installation of the Public Monument

violates Glendale’s Municipal Code.

56. Plaintiffs are informed and believe that Defendants disagree with

Plaintiffs’ contentions as set forth in the prior paragraph.

57. A justiciable controversy therefore exists between Plaintiffs and

Defendants and a judicial declaration is necessary and appropriate at this time in

order to determine the legality of Glendale’s installation of the Public Monument.

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
(Unconstitutional Interference With Foreign Affairs Power)

58. Plaintiffs repeat and incorporate the allegations of Paragraph 1

through 57 herein.

59. The Public Monument interferes with the Executive Branch’s primary

authority to conduct foreign relations by disrupting federal foreign policy as to the

resolution of the historical debate concerning comfort women. The Public

Monument also violates the Supremacy Clause.

60. The Executive Branch’s authority in the field of foreign affairs is

violated by state or local actions that have more than an incidental or indirect effect
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on, or that have the potential for disruption or embarrassment of, United States

foreign policy.

61. Glendale’s installation of the Public Monument has a direct impact on

U.S. foreign policy that is neither incidental nor indirect. By installing the Public

Monument, Glendale has taken a position in the contentious and politically-

sensitive international debate concerning the proper historical treatment of the

former comfort women. More specifically, given the inflammatory language used

in the plaque that is prominently featured alongside the statue, Glendale has taken

a position at odds with the expressed position of the Japanese government.

62. The Public Monument is inconsistent with the dual foreign policy

objectives promulgated by the Executive Branch on this controversial issue: (1)

avoid taking sides in this sensitive historical and political debate between the

United States’ two most important East Asian allies; and (2) encouraging a

resolution to the current diplomatic impasse between the two countries through

further government-to-government negotiations.

63. As the reactions from the highest echelons of the Japanese

government make clear, Glendale’s actions have great potential for disrupting the

delicate diplomatic line struck by the Executive Branch on this contentious issue.

The Public Monument thus threatens to undermine the U.S. government’s foreign

relations with a critical Asian ally and, more generally, to destabilize already

strained diplomatic relations in this important region of the world.

64. Glendale’s action also takes a position on a matter of foreign policy

with no claim to be addressing a traditional state responsibility.

65. The actions of Glendale and the City Council in approving and

installing the Public Monument are beyond its authority, in violation of the U.S.

Constitution’s foreign affairs power and the Supremacy Clause, and the Public

Monument therefore must be removed.
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66. The actions of defendant Ochoa in approving and submitting the

proposal to install the Public Monument on public land, and in including a motion

to approve the installation in the Special Meeting Agenda, are beyond his authority

and unconstitutional, and the Public Monument therefore must be removed.

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
(Violation of the Glendale Municipal Code)

67. Plaintiffs repeat and incorporate the allegations in Paragraph 1

through 66 herein.

68. Glendale Municipal Code Section 2.04.140 provides: “In all matters

and things not otherwise provided for in this chapter, the proceedings of the

council shall be governed under Robert’s Rules of Order, revised copy, 1952

edition.” Pursuant to Robert’s Rules of Order, to introduce a new piece of business

or propose a decision or action, a motion must be made by a group member. A

second motion must then also be made. And after limited discussion, the group

then votes on the motion. A majority vote is required for the motion to pass.

69. The Public Monument was not properly approved by the City Council

pursuant to Glendale Municipal Code Section 2.04.140. An integral part of the

Public Monument—the plaque that specifically attributes responsibility for, inter

alia, “snatching [women] from their homes” and “coerc[ing them] into sexual

slavery” to Japan—was neither proposed to the City Council nor made the subject

of a motion to the City Council, and was not approved by it, as required. In fact,

the proposed language presented to the Council never mentioned Japan at all, and

the City Council was specifically advised that the inscription on the plaque would

be different than the inscription ultimately used.

70. As a result, the installation of the monument violated the Glendale

Municipal Code.
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for the following relief:

1. That the Court declare Glendale’s installation of the Public Monument

unconstitutional and null and void;

2. That the Court preliminarily and permanently enjoin and compel

defendants, and each of them, to remove the Public Monument from public

property in Glendale, including but not limited to, any area in or adjacent to

Central Park;

3. That the Court award Plaintiffs their costs and attorneys’ fees pursuant

to 42 U.S.C. § 1988; and

4. For such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and

proper.

Dated: February 20, 2014 MAYER BROWN LLP
NEIL M. SOLTMAN
MATTHEW H. MARMOLEJO
RUTH ZADIKANY
REBECCA B. JOHNS

By: s/ Neil M. Soltman
Neil M. Soltman

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
MICHIKO SHIOTA GINGERY, KOICHI
MERA, and GAHT-US CORPORATION
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CIVIL MINUTES - GENERAL
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Present: The Honorable PERCY ANDERSON, UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Paul Songco Not Reported N/A
Deputy Clerk Court Reporter Tape No.

Attorneys Present for Plaintiffs: Attorneys Present for Defendants:

None None

Proceedings: 

IN CHAMBERS

Before the Court are a Special Motion to Strike Pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure
section 425.16 (“Anti-SLAPP Motion”) (Docket No. 19) and a Motion to Dismiss Pursuant to Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6), or to Strike Pursuant to Rule 12(f) (“Motion to
Dismiss”) (Docket No. 20) filed by defendant City of Glendale (“Glendale” or “Defendant”).  Defendant
challenges the sufficiency of the Complaint filed by plaintiffs Michiko Shiota Gingery, Koichi Mera, and
GAHT-US Corporation (collectively “Plaintiffs”).  Pursuant to Rule 78 of the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure and Local Rule 7-15, the Court finds these matters are appropriate for decision without oral
argument.

I. Background

This action concerns the installation of a monument in Glendale’s Central Park.  According to
the Complaint, the monument was unveiled on July 30, 2013, and includes a 1,100 pound bronze statue
of a young girl in Korean dress sitting next to an empty chair with a bird perched on her shoulder.  Next
to the statue is a plaque that reads, in part:

In memory of more than 200,000 Asian and Dutch women who were
removed from their homes in Korea, China, Taiwan, Japan, the
Philippines, Thailand, Vietnam, Malaysia, East Timor and Indonesia, to be
coerced into sexual slavery by the Imperial Armed Forces of Japan
between 1932 and 1945.

And in celebration of proclamation of “Comfort Women Day” by the City
of Glendale on July 30, 2012, and of passing House Resolution 121 by the
United States Congress on July 30, 2007, urging the Japanese Government
to accept historical responsibility for these crimes.
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It is our sincere hope that these unconscionable violations of human rights
never recur.

(Compl. ¶ 11.)

Plaintiffs filed this action for declaratory and injunctive relief on February 20, 2014.  The
Complaint alleges two causes of action.  In their first claim, which Plaintiffs label a claim for
“Unconstitutional Interference with Foreign Affairs Power,” Plaintiffs allege that Glendale’s erection of
the monument “interferes with the Executive Branch’s primary authority to conduct foreign relations by
disrupting foreign policy as to the resolution of the historical debate concerning comfort women.  The
Public Monument also violates the Supremacy Clause.”  (Compl. ¶ 59.)  According to the Complaint, by
installing the Comfort Women monument, Glendale “has taken a position in the contentious and
politically-sensitive international debate concerning the proper historical treatment of the former comfort
women.  More specifically, given the inflammatory language used in the plaque that is prominently
featured alongside the statue, Glendale has taken a position at odds with the expressed position of the
Japanese Government.”  (Compl. ¶ 61.)  In support of their assertion that this Court possesses subject
matter jurisdiction, the Complaint alleges that this action arises under “42 U.S.C. § 1983; the foreign
affairs powers of the United States, U.S. Const. art. II, sec. 1, cl. 1, sec. 2, cl. 1; sec. 2, cl. 2; and sec. 3;
and the Supremacy Clause, U.S. Constitution, art. VI, cl. 2.”  (Compl. ¶ 1.)  Plaintiffs’ second cause of
action asserts a supplemental state law claim under the Glendale Municipal Code alleging that
Glendale’s city council failed to comply with Robert’s Rules of Order when it approved the placement of
the monument.

According to the Complaint, plaintiff Michiko Shiota Gingery is a resident of Glendale who was
born in Japan and is now a naturalized citizen of the United States.  Plaintiff GAHT-US Corporation
(“GAHT-US”) is a non-profit corporation organized under the laws of California.  The purpose of
GAHT-US is to “provide accurate and fact-based educational resources to the public in the U.S.,
including within California and Glendale, concerning the history of World War II and related events,
with an emphasis on Japan’s role.”  (Compl. ¶ 7.)  Koichi Mera is a Japanese-American who resides in
the City of Los Angeles and is the President of GAHT-US.  The Complaint alleges that Gingery, Mera,
and the members of GAHT-US avoid using Glendale’s Central Park where the monument is located
because they are “offended by the Public Monument’s pointed expression of disapproval of Japan and
the Japanese people.”  (Compl. ¶ 6.)

Both parties filed Requests for Judicial Notice in which they seek to have the Court take judicial
notice of various historical facts and governmental statements concerning the controversies surrounding
the acknowledgment of responsibility for the treatment of the Comfort Women and reaction by some
within the Japanese government to the monument.  Although neither party has objected to the other
party’s Request for Judicial Notice, the materials of which the parties have requested the Court to take
judicial notice are not necessary or relevant to the Court’s resolution of the pending motions.  The Court
therefore denies the parties’ Requests for Judicial Notice.
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The Court has also received two Ex Parte Applications for Leave to Appear as Amicus Curiae. 
The first of the Amicus Applications was filed by The Global Alliance for Preserving the History of
WW II in Asia (the “Global Alliance”) (Docket No. 39).  The Global Alliance seeks leave to file a
proposed Amicus Brief containing historical information concerning the Comfort Women.  The second
Amicus Application was filed by the Korean-American Forum of California (Docket No. 45) and
includes declarations from two individuals detailing their experiences during World War II as Comfort
Women.  Although the Court has reviewed the materials submitted by the Amicus applicants, the Court
has concluded that none of the information provided by the proposed Amicus applicants is necessary for
the Court’s disposition of the present motions.  The Court therefore has not relied on any of the
information contained in the Amicus applications in reaching its decision concerning the pending
motions.  The Ex Parte Applications for Leave to Appear as Amicus Curiae are therefore denied without
prejudice.

II. Analysis

In its Anti-SLAPP Motion, Defendant contends that the Complaint’s first claim alleging
violations of the United States Constitution does not allege a viable federal claim and is therefore
susceptibly to a Motion to Strike pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure section 425.16. 
Although the Complaint’s first claim could have been crafted to more clearly indicate that it is brought
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983, the Court concludes that, at a minimum, Plaintiffs’ first claim is intended
to be a federal claim, originally filed in federal court, and that California Code of Civil Procedure section
425.16 does not apply to that claim.  See Hilton v. Hallmark Cards, 599 F.3d 894, 901 (9th Cir. 2009)
(“[T]he anti-SLAPP statute does not apply to federal causes of action.”).  Because this Court’s subject
matter jurisdiction is based on the Complaint’s first claim, and that claim is not susceptible to an anti-
SLAPP Motion, the Court will first address Glendale’s Motion to Dismiss.

In its Motion to Dismiss, Glendale asserts, pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1),
that Plaintiffs lack standing to pursue their claim alleging violations of the United States Constitution’s
foreign affairs powers and Supremacy Clause.  Glendale additionally argues, pursuant to Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), that Plaintiffs’ constitutional claim fails to state a claim upon which relief can
be granted, presents a political question over which the Court should not interfere, and impermissibly
infringes on Glendale’s First Amendment rights.

A. Lack of Standing

Article III of the United States Constitution requires that a litigant have standing to invoke the
power of a federal court.  Because Article III’s standing requirements limit subject matter jurisdiction, a
lawsuit is properly challenged by a rule 12(b)(1) motion to dismiss.  See Chandler v. State Farm Mut.
Auto. Ins. Co., 598 F.3d 1115, 1122 (9th Cir. 2010).  For the purpose of ruling on a motion to dismiss
for lack of standing, the Court must accept as true all material allegations of the complaint and must
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construe the complaint in favor of the complaining party.  Maya v. Centex Corp., 658 F.3d 1060, 1068
(9th Cir. 2011).

To satisfy Article III standing, a plaintiff must show that she has suffered an “‘injury in fact,’”
that there is a “causal connection between the injury,” and the defendant’s complained-of conduct, and
that it is likely “that the injury will be redressed by a favorable decision.”  Lujan v. Defenders of
Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 560-61, 112 S. Ct. 2130, 2136-37, 119 L. Ed. 2d 351 (1992); see also Friends of
the Earth, Inc. v. Laidlaw Envtl. Servs. (TOC), Inc., 528 U.S. 167, 180-81 (2000).  To demonstrate an
“injury in fact,” a plaintiff must establish an “invasion of a legally protected interest which is (a)
concrete and particularized [citations] and (b) ‘actual or imminent, not “conjectural” or ‘hypothetical.’”
Lujan, 504 U.S. at 560.  To meet this test, the “line of causation” between the alleged conduct and injury
must not be “too attenuated,” and “the prospect of obtaining relief from the injury” must not be “too
speculative.”  Allen v. Wright, 468 U.S. 737, 752 (1984); Maya v. Centex Corp., 658 F.3d 1060, 1070
(9th Cir. 2011).

Plaintiffs assert that their avoidance of Glendale’s Central Park resulting from their disagreement
and distress over the content of the Comfort Women monument is a sufficient injury in fact to confer
standing upon them to assert their federal claim.  But that injury in fact has no causal connection to the
constitutional claims alleged in the Complaint.  The fact that local residents feel disinclined to visit a
local park is simply not the type of injury that can be considered to be in the “line of causation” for
alleged violations of the foreign affairs power and Supremacy Clause.  That is, even if Glendale’s
placement of the monument did violate the Constitution’s delegation of foreign affairs powers to the
Executive Branch, and in some way upset the Supremacy Clause’s constitutional balance between state
and federal authority, the relationship between that legal harm and the offense Plaintiffs have taken to
the existence of the monument is simply too attenuated to confer standing on Plaintiffs to pursue the
federal claim they have asserted in this action.  See Caldwell v. Caldwell, 545 F.3d 1126, 1133 (9th Cir.
2008) (“Caldwell’s offense is no more than an ‘abstract objection’ to how the University’s website
presents the subject. . . .  Accordingly, we believe there is too slight a connection between Caldwell’s
generalized grievance, and the government conduct about which she complains, to sustain her standing
to proceed.”).

Barnes-Wallace v. City of San Diego, 530 F.3d 776 (9th Cir. 2008), the case on which Plaintiffs
principally rely to support their purported standing to pursue their claims, is readily distinguishable. 
Barnes-Wallace involved Establishment Clause and Equal Protection challenges brought on behalf of
agnostic and lesbian parents to the City of San Diego’s leasing of public land to an organization that
excludes persons because of their religious and sexual orientations.  The causal relationship between the
presence of such an organization on public land as a deterrent to those plaintiffs’ use and enjoyment of
that public land, and the Establishment Clause and Equal Protection claims asserted in that action was
far more direct than is the relationship between the alleged harms and Supremacy Clause and foreign
affairs power claims pursued by the Plaintiffs in this action.  Id. at 785-86 (“[T]he plaintiffs here are
lesbians and agnostics, members of the classes of individuals excluded and publicly disapproved of by
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the Boy Scouts.  They are not bystanders expressing ideological disapproval of the government’s
conduct.”); see also Valley Forge Christian College v. Americans United for Separation of Church and
State, Inc., 454 U.S. 464, 485, 102 S. Ct. 752, 765, 70 L. Ed. 2d 700 (1982) (“Although respondents
claim that the Constitution has been violated, they claim nothing else.  They fail to identify any personal
injury suffered by them as a consequence of the alleged constitutional error, other than the psychological
consequence presumably produced by observation of conduct with which one disagrees.”).

Finally, Gingery’s concern that the placement of the monument “presents the potential to disrupt
the United States’ strategic alliances with its closest East Asian allies, Japan and South Korea” (Compl.
¶ 6,) is not a sufficient injury in fact to confer standing.  See Lujan, 504 U.S. at 575, 112 S. Ct. at 2143,
119 L. Ed. 2d 351 (“‘It is an established principle . . . that to entitle a private individual to invoke the
judicial power to determine the validity of executive or legislative action he must show that he has
sustained or is immediately in danger of sustaining a direct injury as the result of that action and it is not
sufficient that he has merely a general interest common to all members of the public.’”) (quoting Ex
parte Lévitt, 302 U.S. 633, 634, 58 S. Ct. 1, 82 L. Ed. 493 (1937)).  For all of the foregoing reasons, the
Court concludes that Plaintiffs lack standing to pursue their federal claim.

B. Failure to State a Claim

Generally, plaintiffs in federal court are required to give only “a short and plain statement of the
claim showing that the pleader is entitled to relief.”  Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(a).  While the Federal Rules allow
a court to dismiss a cause of action for “failure to state a claim upon which relief can be granted,” they
also require all pleadings to be “construed so as to do justice.”  Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6), 8(e).  The
purpose of Rule 8(a)(2) is to “‘give the defendant fair notice of what the . . . claim is and the grounds
upon which it rests.’”  Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 555, 127 S. Ct. 1955, 1964, 167 L.
Ed. 2d 929 (2007) (quoting Conley v. Gibson, 355 U.S. 41, 47, 78 S. Ct. 99, 103, 2 L. Ed. 2d 80 (1957)). 
The Ninth Circuit is particularly hostile to motions to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6).  See, e.g., Gilligan v.
Jamco Dev. Corp. , 108 F.3d 246, 248–49 (9th Cir. 1997) (“The Rule 8 standard contains a powerful
presumption against rejecting pleadings for failure to state a claim.”) (internal quotation omitted).

However, in Twombly, the Supreme Court rejected the notion that “a wholly conclusory
statement of a claim would survive a motion to dismiss whenever the pleadings left open the possibility
that a plaintiff might later establish some set of undisclosed facts to support recovery.”  Twombly, 550
U.S. at 561, 127 S. Ct. at 1968 (internal quotation omitted).  Instead, the Court adopted a “plausibility
standard,” in which the complaint must “raise a reasonable expectation that discovery will reveal
evidence of [the alleged infraction].”  Id. at 556, 127 S. Ct. at 1965.  For a complaint to meet this
standard, the “[f]actual allegations must be enough to raise a right to relief above the speculative level.” 
Id. at 555, 127 S. Ct. at 1965 (citing 5 C. Wright & A. Miller, Federal Practice and Procedure §1216, pp.
235–36 (3d ed. 2004) (“[T]he pleading must contain something more . . . than . . . a statement of facts
that merely creates a suspicion [of] a legally cognizable right of action”) (alteration in original)); Daniel
v. County of Santa Barbara, 288 F.3d 375, 380 (9th Cir. 2002) (“‘All allegations of material fact are
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taken as true and construed in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party.’”) (quoting Burgert v.
Lokelani Bernice Pauahi Bishop Trust, 200 F.3d 661, 663 (9th Cir. 2000)).  “[A] plaintiff’s obligation to
provide the grounds of his entitlement to relief requires more than labels and conclusions, and a
formulaic recitation of the elements of a cause of action will not do.”  Twombly, 550 U.S. at 555, 127 S.
Ct. at 1964–65 (internal quotations omitted).  In construing the Twombly standard, the Supreme Court
has advised that “a court considering a motion to dismiss can choose to begin by identifying pleadings
that, because they are no more than conclusions, are not entitled to the assumption of truth.  While legal
conclusions can provide the framework of a complaint, they must be supported by factual allegations. 
When there are well-pleaded factual allegations, a court should assume their veracity and then determine
whether they plausibly give rise to an entitlement to relief.”  Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662, 679, 129 S.
Ct. 1937, 1950, 173 L. Ed. 2d 868 (2009).

Even if Plaintiffs possessed Article III standing, dismissal is still appropriate because Plaintiffs
have failed to allege facts that state a cognizable legal theory.  Plaintiffs have alleged no well-pleaded
factual allegations that could plausibly support a conclusion that the Comfort Women monument in
Glendale’s Central Park, with a plaque expressing “sincere hope that these unconscionable violations of
human rights never recur,” violates the Supremacy Clause or foreign affairs powers.  See Am. Ins. Ass’n
v. Garamendi, 539 U.S. 396, 421, 123 S. Ct. 2374, 2390, 156 L. Ed. 2d 376 (2003) (“The exercise of
federal executive authority [over the conduct of foreign relations] means that state law must give way
where, as here, there is evidence of clear conflict between the policies adopted by the two.”).  Plaintiffs’
Complaint provides no well-pleaded allegations of the required “clear conflict” between the federal
government’s foreign relations policies concerning recognition of the plight of the Comfort Women and
Glendale’s placement of the monument in its Central Park.  Id.  Indeed, as alleged in the Complaint, the
plaque accompanying the statue cites to House Resolution 121, passed by Congress on July 30, 2007,
“urging the Japanese Government to accept historical responsibility for these crimes.”  (Compl. ¶ 11.)

Any contrary conclusion would invite unwarranted judicial involvement in the myriad symbolic
displays and public policy issues that have some tangential relationship to foreign affairs.  For instance,
those who might harbor some factual objection to the historical treatment of a state or municipal
monument to the victims of the Holocaust could make similar claims to those advanced by Plaintiffs in
this action.  Neither the Supremacy Clause nor the Constitution’s delegation of foreign affairs powers to
the federal government prevent a municipality from acting as Glendale has done in this instance:

Holding that cities are preempted under . . . federal law . . . from making
pronouncements on matters of public interest . . . would mark an
unprecedented and extraordinary intrusion on the rights of state and local
governments.  An inherent power of any sovereign government and one
that is fundamental to any form of democracy is the ability to
communicate with the citizenry. . . .  Absent explicit direction from
Congress, we are not willing to conclude that our federal government has

CV-90 (06/04) CIVIL MINUTES - GENERAL Page 6 of 8

Case 2:14-cv-01291-PA-AJW   Document 47   Filed 08/04/14   Page 6 of 8   Page ID #:478



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

CIVIL MINUTES - GENERAL

Case No. CV 14-1291 PA (AJWx) Date August 4, 2014

Title Michiko Shiota Gingery, et al. v. City of Glendale, et al.

chosen to adopt a rule that is so antithetical to fundamental principles of
federalism and democracy.

Alameda Newspapers, Inc. v. City of Oakland, 95 F.3d 1406, 1415 (9th Cir. 1996).

Glendale’s placement of the Comfort Women monument in its Central Park does not pose the
type of interference with the federal government’s foreign affairs powers that states a plausible claim for
relief.  Instead, even according to the facts alleged in the Complaint, Glendale’s placement of the statue
is entirely consistent with the federal government’s foreign policy.  Plaintiffs have not asked for leave to
amend the Complaint to cure the deficiencies identified by Defendant.  Nor does the Court believe that
any amendment could cure those deficiencies.  The Court therefore concludes that Plaintiffs have failed
to state a viable constitutional claim and that any amendment would be futile.  As a result, the Court
dismisses Plaintiffs’ first claim with prejudice.  See Reddy v. Litton Industries, Inc., 912 F.2d 291, 296
(9th Cir. 1990).  The Court declines to address Defendant’s remaining arguments in support of its
Motion to Dismiss.

C. Supplemental State Law Claim

The Court has supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiff’s remaining state law claim under 28
U.S.C. § 1367(a).  Once supplemental jurisdiction has been established under § 1367(a), a district court
“can decline to assert supplemental jurisdiction over a pendant claim only if one of the four categories
specifically enumerated in section 1367(c) applies.”  Exec. Software v. U.S. Dist. Court for the Cent.
Dist. of Cal., 24 F.3d 1545, 1555–56 (9th Cir. 1994).  The Court may decline supplemental jurisdiction
under § 1367(c) if:  “(1) the claim raises a novel or complex issue of State law, (2) the claim
substantially predominates over the claim or claims over which the district court has original
jurisdiction, (3) the district court dismissed all claims over which it has original jurisdiction, or (4) in
exceptional circumstances, there are other compelling reasons for declining jurisdiction.”

Here, the Court has dismissed the only claim over which it has original jurisdiction. 
Accordingly, the Court declines to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiffs’ state law claim.  
See 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c)(3).  The Court therefore dismisses the Complaint’s second claim without
prejudice.

Conclusion

For all of the foregoing reasons, the Court concludes that Plaintiffs lack standing to pursue their
first claim for violations of the United States Constitution’s provisions concerning foreign affairs powers
and the Supremacy Clause.  The Court additionally determines that the Complaint’s first claim also fails
to state a claim upon which relief can be granted.  The Court therefore dismisses the Complaint’s first
claim with prejudice.  The Court declines to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the Complaint’s
remaining state law claim and dismisses that claim without prejudice.  Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367(d),
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Case No. CV 14-1291 PA (AJWx) Date August 4, 2014

Title Michiko Shiota Gingery, et al. v. City of Glendale, et al.

this Order acts to toll plaintiffs’ statute of limitations on their state law claim for a period of thirty (30)
days, unless state law provides for a longer tolling period.  Defendant’s Anti-SLAPP Motion is denied as
moot.

IT IS SO ORDERED.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

MICHIKO SHIOTA GINGERY,
KOICHI MERA, and GAHT-USA
CORPORATION,

Plaintiffs,

v.

CITY OF GLENDALE,

Defendant.

CV 14-1291 PA (AJWx)

JUDGMENT

Pursuant to the Court’s August 4, 2014 Minute Order granting the Motion to Dismiss

filed by defendant City of Glendale (“Defendant”), which dismissed the sole federal claim

asserted by plaintiffs Michiko Shiota Gingery, Koichi Mera, and GAHT-USA Corporation

(collectively “Plaintiffs”) with prejudice, and declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction

over Plaintiffs’ remaining state law claim and dismissed that claim without prejudice,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Plaintiffs’ federal

constitutional claim for violation of the foreign affairs power and Supremacy Clause is

dismissed with prejudice and Plaintiffs’ remaining state law claim is dismissed without

prejudice.

. . . .
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Plaintiffs take

nothing and that Defendant shall have its costs of suit.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED: August 4, 2014 _________________________________
Percy Anderson

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

-2-
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William B. DeClercq (State Bar No. 240538) 
  William@DeClercqLaw.com   
DECLERCQ LAW GROUP 
225 South Lake Avenue, Suite 300 
Pasadena, California 91101 
Tel:  (626) 408-2150 
Fax: (626) 408-2159 
 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 
MICHIKO SHIOTA GINGERY, 
KOICHI MERA, and GAHT-US 
CORPORATION 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
 
MICHIKO SHIOTA GINGERY, an 
individual, KIOCHI MERA, an individual, 
GAHT-US CORPORATION, a California 
Non-Profit corporation, 
 
 Plaintiff, 
 v. 
 
CITY OF GLENDALE, a municipal 
corporation,  
 
 Defendants. 
 

 Case No.:  2:14-cv-1291-PA-AJW 
[Hon. Percy Anderson, Courtroom 15] 
 
 
PLAINTIFFS’ NOTICE OF 
APPEAL TO THE UNITED 
STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT: 
 
AND  
 
REPRESENTATION 
STATEMENT  
(Circuit Rule 3-2) 
 
Complaint filed: February 20, 2014 
 

      
 NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that plaintiffs MICHIKO SHIOTA 

GINGERY, KIOCHI MERA and GAHT-US CORPORATION, (collectively 

“Plaintiffs”) hereby appeal to the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth 

District from the August 4, 2014 “MINUTES - IN CHAMBERS regarding Motion 

to Dismiss Pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6), or to 

Strike Pursuant to Rule 12(f) ("Motion to Dismiss") [Docket Entry No. 20] filed by 

Case No.: 2:14-cv-1291-PA-AJW -1- 
PLAINTIFFS’ NOTICE OF APPEAL AND REPRESENTATION STATEMENT 
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the Defendant City of Glendale” (Docket No. 47), attached hereto as Exhibit A, and 

the final judgment of this Court entered in this case on August 4, 2014 (Docket No. 

48), attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

 Pursuant to Ninth Circuit Rule 3-2, below is a Representation Statement that 

identifies all parties to the action, along with the names, addresses, telephone 

numbers and email addresses of their respective counsel. 

DATED:  September 3, 2014   DECLERCQ LAW GROUP 

 
            By:______________________________ 
      WILLIAM B. DECLERCQ, ESQ. 

       Attorney for Plaintiffs 
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REPRESENTATION STATEMENT 
 

 1.) Plaintiffs-Appellants Michiko Shiota Gingery, Kiochi Mera and  
  GAHT-US Corporation are represented by: 
William B. DeClercq, Esq. 
   William@DeClercqLaw.com 
DECLERCQ LAW GROUP 
225 South Lake Avenue, Suite 300 
Pasadena, California 91101 
 (626) 408-2150 
 
 2.) [Proposed] Amicus Curiae The Global Alliance for Preserving the 
History of WW II in Asia is represented by: 
 
Barry A. Fisher, Esq. 
  bfisher557@aol.com 
FLEISHMAN AND FISHER 
1925 Century Park East Suite 2000  
Los Angeles, CA 90067  
(310) 557-1077  
 
 3.) Defendant-Appellee City of Glendale is represented by: 
 
Christopher S. Munsey, Esq. 
  cmunsey@sidley.com 
Frank John Broccolo, Esq. 
  fbroccolo@sidley.com 
Laura L Richardson, Esq. 
  laura.richardson@sidley.com 
Bradley H Ellis, Esq. 
  bellis@sidley.com 
SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP  
555 South Flower Street Suite 4000  
Los Angeles, CA 90013  
213-896-6000  
 
Andrew C Rawcliffe, Esq.  
  ARawcliffe@ci.glendale.ca.us 
GLENDALE CITY ATTORNEY 
613 East Broadway Suite 220  
Glendale, CA 91206  
818-548-2080  
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 4.) [Proposed] Amicus Curiae Korean American Forum of California 
is represented by: 
 
Catherine Elizabeth Sweetser, Esq. 
  catherine.sdshhh@gmail.com 
SCHONBRUN DESIMONE SEPLOW  
HARRIS HOFFMAN AND HARRISON LLP 
723 Ocean Front Walk  
Venice, CA 90291  
310-396-0731  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

 I, William B. DeClercq, hereby declare under penalty of perjury as follows: 

 

 I am an attorney with the DeClercq Law Group, with offices at 225 South 

Lake Avenue, Suite 300, Pasadena, California 91101.  I am over the age of 18. 

 On September 3, 2014 I electronically filed the following PLAINTIFFS’ 

NOTICE OF APPEAL TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR 

THE NINTH CIRCUIT AND REPRESENTATION STATEMENT with the Clerk 

of the Court using the CM/ECF system, which sent notification of such filing to 

counsel of record. 

 

Executed on September 3, 2014.    

 
              /s/ William B. DeClercq 
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