
Legal Precedent 

Certainly! Let's delve further into the clarification of the statement regarding the proper 
respondent, with reference to the case of Woodland Hills Residents Assn., Inc. v. City 
Council (1979) 23 Cal.3d 917, 932-933: 

 

1. **Legal Precedent - Woodland Hills Residents Assn., Inc. v. City Council (1979)**: This 
case serves as the foundation for your argument regarding the proper respondent. 
Woodland Hills established the principle that actions of a governmental entity, such as the 
California Fish and Game Commission, can be attributed to its officers or representatives if 
they are acting within their official capacity or within the scope of their authority. By 
referencing this case, you're drawing upon established legal precedent to support your 
assertion regarding the attribution of actions to the Commission's officers or 
representatives. 

 

2. **Attribution of Actions to Governmental Entity Representatives**: The principle 
elucidated in Woodland Hills is crucial for your argument. It establishes that actions taken 
by governmental entities can be legally attributed to their officers or representatives if 
those individuals are acting within their official capacity or within the scope of their 
authority. In your case, you're asserting that Mr. Sklar, as the President of the California Fish 
and Game Commission, falls within this category due to his direct involvement in decision-
making processes related to the classification of domestic ferrets as wild animals. 

 

3. **Mr. Sklar's Involvement and Position**: You emphasize Mr. Sklar's direct involvement in 
decision-making processes related to the classification of domestic ferrets as wild 
animals. By highlighting his position as the President of the Commission, you're indicating 
to the court that he holds a significant role within the Commission and is likely acting 
within the scope of his authority when making decisions pertaining to such matters. This 
strengthens your argument that Mr. Sklar should be considered a proper respondent in your 
case. 

 

Overall, your statement regarding the proper respondent, supported by the legal precedent 
of Woodland Hills Residents Assn., Inc. v. City Council (1979), underscores the attribution 
of actions to governmental entity representatives and emphasizes Mr. Sklar's involvement 



and position within the Commission, thereby bolstering your argument for naming him as a 
respondent in your case. 


