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EVOX’S Opposition to California Rent-A-Car’s Motion for Summary Judgment

BROWNE GEORGE ROSS LLP
Keith J. Wesley (State Bar No. 229276)

kwesley@bgrfirm.com
Jonathan L. Gottfried (State Bar No. 282301)

jgottfried@bgrfirm.com
2121 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 2400
Los Angeles, California 90067
Telephone: (310) 274-7100
Facsimile: (310) 275-5697

Attorneys for EVOX Productions, LLC

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA, WESTERN DIVISION

EVOX Productions, LLC,

Plaintiff,

vs.

California Rent-A-Car, Inc.
& Steve Vahidi,

Defendants.

Case No. 2:15-cv-08046

PLAINTIFF EVOX
PRODUCTIONS, LLC’S
OPPOSITION TO CALIFORNIA
RENT-A-CAR, INC.’S MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR
FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY
ADJUDICATION

Judge: Hon. Michael W. Fitzgerald
Date: June 27, 2016
Time: 10:00 a.m.
Crtrm.: 1600

Trial Date: January 10, 2017
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