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1 || discrepancy as evidence that the assignment document was manufactured. Mot. for Leave to

2 || File Cross-cl. Ex. A 6. Defendant seeks to argue that Plaintiff committed fraud and violated

3 || consumer protection laws by misrepresenting the assignment documentation as authenticated.

4 || Mot. for Leave to File Cross-cl. Ex. A 9 74-78. Plaintiff's manufactured assignment is a

3 complete nullity and does not transfer arbitration rights from the original creditor, if they ever

6 || even existed. See D'Orazi 254 Cal. App. 2d at 907. Plaintiff cannot compel arbitration because it

7 || has failed to show both the existence of a valid arbitration agreement and valid title.

8 I11. Plaintiff's Alleged Arbitration Agreement Is Invalid and Unenforceable Because

9 It Waives Public Injunctive Relief
10 Even if the Court were to find that a valid arbitration agreement exists, and conclude that
T it was properly assigned, the agreement is nonetheless unenforceable. The California Supreme
12 Court has held that arbitration provisions that would waive a party’s right to request public
13 injunctive relief are valid and unenforceable. McGill v. Citibank, N.A., 2 Cal. 5th 945, 961
i3 (2017). In McGill v. Citibank, Citibank petitioned to compel arbitration against a litigant who
s filed a class action seeking, among other things, injunctive relief against Citibank’s alleged
16 illegal and deceptive practices. /d. at 953. Citibank argued that the litigant had agreed to an
17 arbitration provision, which stated “the arbitrator may award relief only on an individual basis.”
18 Id. The Court held that this limitation on injunctive relief made Citibank’s arbitration provision
19 unenforceable, because it contradicted the public statutory purpose of California’s consumer
20 protection laws. /d. at 961. The Court held that California’s UCL meant to provide public
’1 injunctive relief as a remedy for private plaintiffs to protect the public at large. See Cal. Bus. &
2 Prof. Code § 17203; see also McGill, 2 Cal. 5th at 961.
’3 Defendant has sought leave in a separate motion to file a Cross-Complaint requesting
o) public injunctive relief under the UCL to enjoin Plaintiff from harming other consumers with its
25 manufactured assignment documents. Mot. for Leave to File Cross-cl. Ex. A § 72. In her Cross-
2% Complaint, Defendant identifies at least six other lawsuits filed by Plaintiff in Los Angeles
27 Superior Court from 2024 to 2025 that contain the manufactured assignment document. /d. Ex.
)8 A 9 31-36. Plaintiff's practice is contemporaneous and likely to continue to harm other

-9.
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