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CLUB HOUSE CREATIONS, INC.’S MOTION TO DISMISS 

Staci Jennifer Riordan, SBN 232659 
Neal J. Gauger, SBN 293161 
NIXON PEABODY LLP 
555 W. Fifth Street, 46th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1010 
Telephone: 213.629.6000  
Facsimile: 213.629.6001 
sriordan@nixonpeabody.com 
ngauger@nixonpeabody.com 
 
Attorneys for Defendant 
CLUB HOUSE CREATIONS, INC. 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 

MINX INTERNATIONAL, INC. d/b/a 
DAMASK FABRICS, a California 
Corporation, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

vs. 
 

CLUB HOUSE CREATIONS, INC., a 
New York corporation, and DOES 1-10, 
inclusive, 
 

Defendants. 

 Case No.: 2:15-cv-05645-CAS-PLA 
 
Hon. Christina A. Snyder 
 
DEFENDANT CLUB HOUSE 
CREATIONS, INC.’S NOTICE OF 
MOTION AND MOTION TO 
DISMISS COMPLAINT; 
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND 
AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT 
THEREOF 
 
[Filed Concurrently with Request for 
Judicial Notice; Declaration of Staci 
Jennifer Riordan; and [Proposed] Order] 
 
Date: March 7, 2016 
Time: 10:00 a.m. 
Ctrm.: 5 
 
Complaint Filed:            July 24, 2015 
FAC Filed:                     Sept. 4, 2015                    
Discovery Cutoff: None 
Trial Date:   None 
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