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1. THE COURT MAY RESOLVE ALL TRI ABLE | SSUES ON SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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4, THE COURT SHOULD REJ
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6. THE COURT SHOULD REJECT DEFENDANTS’ ATTACK SON THE FTC’S CONSUMER

DECLARATIONS AS BASELESS
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a. The undisputed facts show that Defendants’ telemarketing scheme is subject to the
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I. The undisputed facts support the imposition of the requested injunctive relief
against each of the individual Defendants
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J. The undisputed facts support the imposition of the requested monetary relief against
each of the individual Defendants
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