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CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFARNIA — SOUTHERN DIVISION

STEVE KLEIN, HOWARD PUTNAM | Case No. SACV 08-1369 CJC (MLGXx)
and GLEN BIONDI,

o DEFENDANT'S REVISED
Plaintiffs, JUDGMENT

2
CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH, and
DOES 1 through 10,

Defendants.

This Court filed an Order, dated M@y, 2011, granting in part and denyi
in part the Motion for Summary Judgmeinéed by Plaintiffs’ Steve Klein, Howary

Putnam and Glen Biondi (collectivelyPlaintiffs”) and the Cross-motion fo

Summary Judgment filed by Defendant GifyLaguna Beach (“City”). This Cour

granted Judgment in accordance with Bater on June 14, 20110n appeal from

that Judgment, the Ninth Circuit CourtAppeals, in a Memorandum dated July

2013, affirmed in part, and reversed part, this Court's Judgment. Judgment

hereby entered in accordance with the Ni@ircuit's Memorandum and the Couri
June 14, 2011 Judgment, to the extentas not appealed or was affirmed by
Ninth Circuit.
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1 Itis ORDERED, ADJUDGB, AND DECREED as follows:
2 A. Judgment is entered in favor of Plaintiffs on:
3 1.  Their claim for nominal damages, brought pursuant to 42 U.$.C.
4 § 1983, that the repealed LaguB@ach Municipal Code Sections
5 5.40.10 and 5.40.20 violatedaitiffs’ free speech rights
6 contained in the First Amendment of the United States
7 Constitution as-applied to Plaifi§’ proposed amplified speech
8 activity; and
9 2. Their claim for nominal damages, brought pursuant to 42 U.$.C.
10 § 1983, that the repealed LaguB@ach Municipal Code Section
11 7.25.120 violated Plaintiffs’ free speech rights contained in the
12 First Amendment of the United&es Constitution as-applied tp
13 Plaintiffs’ proposed amplifié speech activity immediately
14 adjacent to the Laguna BeaClty Hall and in the downtown
15 business district area of thetbetween 5 p.m. and 6 p.m.
16 Each Plaintiff shall recover nomindhmages of $1.00 for each of thgse
17 claims.
18 B. Judgment is entered favor of the City on:
19 1. Plaintiffs’ claim for nominal damages, brought pursuant to 42
20 U.S.C. § 1983, that the repealealguna Beach Municipal Code
21 Section 7.25.120 violated Plaintiffs’ free speech rights contained
22 in the First Amendment of the United States Constitution as-
23 applied to Plaintiffs’ proposeaimplified speech activity adjacent
24 to Laguna Beach High School;
25 2 Plaintiffs’ claims for declaratory and injunctive relief for
26 violation of the First Amendment to the United States
27 Constitution as-applied to all #faintiffs’ proposed amplified
28 speech activity;
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3. Plaintiffs’ claims for nominatlamages, declaratory relief and

injunctive relief for violation ofArticle I, Section 2 of the

California Constitution as-applied to all of Plaintiffs’ proposed

amplified speech activity; and
4. Plaintiffs’ claim for violation of the California Bane Act, Cal.
Civil Code § 52.1.

These claims are dismissed with paige and Plaintiffs shall recovs

nothing by way of these claims.
It is FURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiffs shall be entitled to recover th

costs and reasonable attorneys’ feesndf @ the extent permitted by law, by way
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Hon. Cormac J. Carney
United States District Judge

a subsequent motion.

DATED: Septembel8,2013
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