
3770 Highland Avenue, Suite #206

TITO PTPTT'y Manhattan Beach, California 90266-3279
i /to* 4-Sii A TeIePhonc: (31°) 424-5557
LjPkW FIRM ^^ile: (310) 414-9334

SM www.pietzlawfifm.comLEADING Advocacy

The Honorable Audrey B. Collins
Chief District Judge
United States District Court for the Central District of California
Edward R. Roybal Federal Building and United States Courthouse, Room 670/680
255 East Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012-3332
Email: Angela_Bridges@cacd.uscourts.gov
Telephone: (213) 894-2634

June 29, 2012

VIA MESSENGER TO CHAMBERS

Re: The 28 Malibu Media. LLC v. John Does 1-10 Cases Filed In This District This Year:
Duplication of Judicial Labor Due to Malibu Media's Initial Failure and Subsequent
Refusal to File Notices of Related Cases

Dear Judge Collins,

I write Your Honor in Your administrative capacity as the Chief Judge of the Central District of
California.

This letter is to inform the District that substantial duplication of judicial labor appears to be occurring as
a result of Malibu Media, LLC's initial failure and subsequent refusal to comply with the Court's Notice
of Related Case rule, L.R. 83-1.3. There are currently 11 Judges in this District, including Your Honor
currently presiding over cases concerning the validity and possible infringement, on the same theory, of
the same 15 copyrights owned by Malibu Media. There are 16 total Judges in this District, plus at least as
many Magistrates, all currently considering Malibu Media's highly similar, if not identical, complaints.

Malibu Media has filed 28 complaints in this District alleging mass copyright infringement by roughly
280 John Doe defendants, each of whom is identified only by an LP. address. In each case, Malibu Media
sought early discovery to issue subpoenas to ISP's that would purportedly help uncover the identity of the
John Does, on the strength of highly similar declarations from the same technical expert. These cases all
involve essentially the same 34 copyrights owned by Malibu Media. Several of the 28 cases are identical
clones of others, save only for the different LP. addresses of the Does. Malibu Media has filed over 200
similar cases nationwide, this year alone.

Notwithstanding the obvious similarities between all 28 of the copyright infringement cases it filed in this
District, Malibu Media has not filed asingle Notice of Related Case in any of its cases now pending
here. Further, when pressed on this point, Malibu Media has taken the position that it need not file any
Notices of Related Cases, even for cases it admits are related, because, in a handful of these cases, Malibu
Media checked the "related" box on the Civil Case Cover sheet and provided case numbers. This response
only confirms what I suspected all along: Malibu Media is violating L.R. 83-1.3 on purpose, in an attempt
to fly under the radar, hedge its bets, and select judges perceived as giving favorable treatment. I warned
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