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Agua Dulce Town Council, a nonprofit
public benefit corporation.

Respondent.
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1 The above proceeding came on regularly for trial before the unde}signed on
2 || July 15, 2005. Richard A. Fond and Judith M. Sasali appeared for Petitioners and

3 | Christine M. Kudija appeared for Respondents. Petitioners asserted, and Respondent

4 | denied, that Respondent is subject to the Brown Act (Government Code §54950 et seq.)
5 || and that Respondent has violated the provisions of Government Code §54953.5.

6 " Respondent asserted, and Petitioners denied, that if Respondent violated any provision

7| of the Brown Act the violation has been cured and that, as a consequence, the Court is

8 | required by Government Code §54960.1(e) to dismiss this proceeding, with prejudice.

9 The Court has read and considered all of the written arguments submitted
10 || by the parties; has read, considered and received in evidence all of the declarations and
11 || exhibits submitted by the parties and the parties’ written Stipulation re: Facts and
12 || Documents (“the Stipulation”), filed herein on June 23, 2005; and has heard and
13 || considered the oral arguments of counsel at the July 15 trial. Having done so, and based
14 || in part of the facts and documents that are the subject of the Stipulation, the Court finds

15 || and concludes as follows:

16
17 Eindings
18 I The Court is commanded by the preamble to the Brown Act

19 | (Government Code §54950) and by the appellate case law interpreting the Brown Act to
20 || construe the Brown Act liberally in favor of coverage. In interpreting the various

- 21 || provisions of the Brown Act, the Court is also commanded to give meaning to every

22 || word and to avoid making any term surplusage or nugatory. People v. Craft (1986) 41
23 || Cal.3d 554, 560.
24 5 Respondent, the Agua Dulce Town Council was created in 1991 by

25 || the approval and adoption, by the residents of Agua Dulce, an unincorporated town in
26 || north Los Angeles County, of the “Charter for Agua Dulce Town Council.” Respondent
27 || is an active California non-profit public benefit corporation, incorporated in 1994. A

28 || copy of the “Charter for Agua Dulce Town Council” was received in evidence as Exhibit
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