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  DC’S REPLY ISO MSJ IN SIEGEL 
SUPERMAN CASES 

 

 
DANIEL M. PETROCELLI (S.B. #097802) 
  dpetrocelli@omm.com 
MATTHEW T. KLINE (S.B. #211640) 
  mkline@omm.com 
CASSANDRA L. SETO (S.B. #246608) 
  cseto@omm.com 
O’MELVENY & MYERS LLP 
1999 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90067-6035 
Telephone: (310) 553-6700 
Facsimile: (310) 246-6779 
 
Attorneys for the DC Comics Parties  
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
 

LAURA SIEGEL LARSON,
individually and as personal 
representative of the ESTATE OF 
JOANNE SIEGEL, 

 
Plaintiff, 

 
v. 

 
WARNER BROS. ENTERTAINMENT 
INC., DC COMICS, and DOES 1-10, 
 

Defendants and 
Counterclaimants. 

 
LAURA SIEGEL LARSON, 
individually and as personal 
representative of the ESTATE OF 
JOANNE SIEGEL, 

 
Plaintiff, 

 
v. 

 
TIME WARNER INC., WARNER 
COMMUNICATIONS INC., 
WARNER BROS. ENTERTAINMENT 
INC., WARNER BROS. TELEVISION 
PRODUCTION INC., DC COMICS, 
and DOES 1-10, 
 

Defendants and 
Counterclaimants. 

   

Case No.  CV 04-8400 ODW (RZx)
Case No.  CV 04-8776 ODW (RZx) 
 
REPLY IN SUPPORT OF 
DEFENDANT DC COMICS’ 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT IN THE SIEGEL 
SUPERMAN AND SUPERBOY 
CASES 
 
The Hon. Otis D. Wright II 

 
Hearing Date:  March 25, 2013  
    (Hearing Vacated) 
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