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                                                                           CONSENT JUDGMENT 
 

1.6 Notice of Violation   

On or about September 30, 2014, Moore served Metra, the California Attorney General, and 

other requisite public enforcement agencies with a 60-Day Notice of Violation (“Notice”), alleging 

that Metra violated Proposition 65 when it failed to warn in California of the health hazards 

associated with exposures to DEHP from the Products.  To the best of the Parties’ knowledge, no 

public enforcer has commenced and is diligently prosecuting an action to enforce the violations 

alleged in the Notice.   

1.7 Complaint 

On January 9, 2015, Moore filed the instant action (“Complaint”), naming Metra as a 

defendant for the violations of Health and Safety Code section 25249.6 that are the subject of the 

Notice.   

1.8 No Admission 

Metra denies the material, factual, and legal allegations contained in the Notice and 

Complaint, and maintains that all of the products that it has sold or distributed for sale in California, 

including but not limited to the Products, have been, and are, in compliance with all laws.  Nothing in 

this Consent Judgment shall be construed as an admission of any fact, finding, conclusion of law, 

issue of law, or violation of law, nor shall compliance with this Consent Judgment constitute or be 

construed as an admission of any fact, finding, conclusion of law, issue of law, or violation of law.  

This Section shall not, however, diminish or otherwise affect Metra’s obligations, responsibilities, 

and duties under this Consent Judgment. 

1.9 Jurisdiction 

For purposes of this Consent Judgment only, the Parties stipulate that this Court has 

jurisdiction over Metra as to the allegations in the Complaint, that venue is proper in the Alameda 

County and that this Court has jurisdiction to enter and enforce the provisions of this Consent 

Judgment pursuant to Proposition 65 and California Code of Civil Procedure section 664.6. 

1.10 Effective Date   

For purposes of this Consent Judgment, the term “Effective Date” means the date that the 

Court grants the motion for approval of this Consent Judgment contemplated by Section 10.  


















