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PHILLIPS PETROLEUM COMPANY,
UNION OIL COMPANY OF
CALIFORNIA, CONOCO PHILLIPS,
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TO ALL PARTIES AND TO THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

On December 1. 2004, Defendant ConocoPhillips” Motion to Strike Portions of Plaintiffs® Third
Amended Complaint Regarding Representative Unfair Competition Claims or, in the Alternative,
Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings came on for hearing before this Court. The Court ruled as
follows:

1. The Motion to Strike is denied as untimely.

2. The non-statutory Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings is granted. Proposition 64,
which was enacted by voters on November 2, 2004 and amends California’s Unfair Competition Law
("UCL?), Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code, §§ 17200, et seq., applies to this case. The Court has previously
declined to certify a class of groups of employees known as “supervisors” and “specialists,” so
plaintiffs cannot maintain representative claims on behalf of other supervisors and specialists in the
Third and Fourth Causes of Action. Plaintiffs have not sought to pursue a class action on behalf of a
group of employees known as “planners,” so they cannot pursue representative claims on behalf of
planners in the Fifth Cause of Action. However, the two named plaintiffs may still pursue their

individual claims under the UCL.

3. The trial date of December 6, 2004 is vacated.
4, A status conference is set for January 10, 2004 at 9:30 a.m.
5. ConocoPhillips® Ex Parte Application for a Protective Order is taken off-calendar and

shall be rescheduled, if necessary, at a later date.

Dated: December 3 , 2004 AKIN GUMP STRAUSS HAUER & FELD LLP

By e =
Jessicd M. Weisel
Attorneys for Detendant CONOCOPHILLIPS
i COMPANY
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PROOF OF SERVICE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA., COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. T am over the age of 18 and
not a party to the within action; my business address is: 2029 Century Park East, Suite 2400, Los
Angeles, California 90067. On December 3, 2004, I served the foregoing document(s) described as:
NOTICE OF RULONG ON DEFENDANT CONOCOPHILLIPS’ MOTION TO STRIKE
PORTIONS OF PLAINTIFFS’ THIRD AMENDED COMPLAINT REGARDING
REPRESENTATIVE UNFAIR COMPETITION CLAIMS OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE,
MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS on interested parties in this action by placing
[ the original [X] true copy(ies) thereof enclosed in sealed envelopes* as follows: (*Name and address of the
person served as shown on the envelope. )

Richard L. Bisetti Gregory C. Lehman

Anne M, Huarte LAW OFFICES OF ALLAN A. SIGEL. P.C.
MAGANA, CATHCART & McCARTHY 1125 Gayley Avenue

1801 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 600 Los Angeles, California 90024-3403

Los Angeles, California 90067-5899 Facsimile: 310.208.7271

Facsimile: 310.785.9143 Attorneys for Plaintiffs

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

R. Duane Westrup

Lawrence R. Cagney

Cat-Tuong T. Nguyen

WESTRUP KLICK, LLP

444 West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 1614
Long Beach, California 90802-4524
Facsimile: 562.435.4856

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

XY MAIL (c.c.P. § 1013, 101520 T am readily familiar with the firm’s practice of collection and processing
correspondence for mailing with the U.S. postal service. Under that practice it would be deposited
with U.S. postal service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Los Angeles, California
in the ordinary course of business. The envelope was sealed and placed for collection and mailing on
that date following ordinary business practices. 1 am aware that on motion of the party served, service
is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or posted meter date is more than one day after date of
deposit for mailing in affidavit.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the above is true

and correct.
%&?nia.

= . _‘l P
Yvonne Shawver / V/ \
[Print Name Of Person Executing Proof] [Sign;»{fl v

:i.

Executed on December 3, 2004 at Los Angeles,
"
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