SUM-100

SUMMONS CONF,

(CITACION JUDICIAL) Lo(gimc.lcsSuoeriorCOllﬁ ’
NOTICE TO DEFENDANT:
(AVISO AL DEMANDADO): AUG 09 2017

County ot Los Angeles and Sheritt James McDonnell
Sherrl B. Gacler, mAcuuuve watiger/clerk

By Shaunya Bolden, Deputy
YOU ARE BEING SUED BY PLAINTIFF:

(LO ESTA DEMANDANDO EL DEMANDANTE):
National Day Labor Organizing Network and Service bmployees

International Union, United Service Workers West

NOTICE! You have been sued. The court may decide against you without your being heard unless you respond within 30 days. Read the information
below.

You have 30 CALENDAR DAYS after this summons and legal papers are served on you to file a written response at this court and have a copy
served on the plaintiff. A letter or phone call will not protect you. Your written response must be in proper legal form if you want the court to hear your
case. There may be a court form that you can use for your response. You can find these court forms and more information at the California Courts
Online Self-Help Center (www.courtinfo.ca.gov/selfhelp), your county law library, or the courthouse nearest you. If you cannot pay the filing fee, ask
the court clerk for a fee waiver form. If you do not file your response on time, you may lose the case by default, and your wages, money, and property
may be taken without further warning from the court.

There are other legal requirements. You may want to call an attorney right away. If you do not know an attorney, you may want to call an attorney
referral service. If you cannot afford an attorney, you may be eligible for free legal services from a nonprofit legal services program. You can locate
these nonprofit groups at the California Legal Services Web site (www.lawhelpcalifornia.org), the California Courts Online Self-Help Center
(www.courtinfo.ca.gov/selfhelp), or by contacting your local coust or county bar association. NOTE: The court has a statutory lien for waived fees and
costs on any settlement or arbitration award of $10,000 or more in a civil case. The court's lien must be paid before the court will dismiss the case.
JAVISO! Lo han demandado. Si no responde dentro de 30 dias, la corte puede decidir en su contra sin escuchar su versién. Lea la informacion a
continuacion.

Tiene 30 DIAS DE CALENDARIO después de que le entreguen esta citacién y papeles legales para presentar una respuesta por escrito en esta
corte y hacer que se entregue una copia al demandante. Una carta o una llamada telefénica no lo protegen. Su respuesta por escrito tiene que estar
en formato legal correcto si desea que procesen su caso en la corte. Es posible que haya un formulario que usted pueda usar para su respuesta.
Puede encontrar estos formularios de la corte y més informacion en el Centro de Ayuda de las Cortes de California (www.sucorte.ca.gov), en fa
biblioteca de leyes de su condado o en la corte que le quede més cerca. Si no puede pagar la cuota de presentacion, pida al secretario de la corte
que le dé un formulario de exencién de pago de cuotas. Si no presenta su respuesta a tiempo, puede perder el caso por incumplimiento y la corte e
podré quitar su sueldo, dinero y bienes sin més advertencia.

Hay otros requisitos legales. Es recomendable que lfame a un abogado inmediatamente. Si no conoce a un abogado, puede llamar a un servicio de
remisién a abogados. Si no puede pagar a un abogado, es posible que cumpia con los requisitos para obtener servicios legales gratuitos de un
programa de servicios legales sin fines de lucro. Puede encontrar estos grupos sin fines de Jucro en el sitio web de California Legal Services,
(www.lawhelpcalifornia.org), en el Centro de Ayuda de las Cortes de California, (www.sucorte.ca.gov) o poniéndose en contacto con fa corte o ef
colegio de abogados locales. AVISO: Por ley, la corte tiene derecho a reclamar las cuotas y los costos exentos por imponer un gravamen sobre
cualquier recuperacion de $10,000 6 més de valor recibida mediante un acuerdo o una concesién de arbitraje en un caso de derecho civil. Tiene que
pagar el gravamen de la corte antes de que la corte pueda desechar el caso.

The name and address of the court is: ?A?Z%E NUMBER: )
| nombre y direccion de la corte es). o0 el Laso):
(Eos Angé/ies §uper10r Court 8entral Division

111 North Hill Street, Los Angeles CA 90012 Bsi ” 0 g ;

The name, address, and telephone number of plaintiff's attorney, or plaintiff without an attorney, is:
(El nombre, la direccion y el name? de teléfono del abo gg del demandante, o del demandante que no tiene abogado, es):
Low OfLee of  lalthew Stvacr ol 080y 343 ¢ Wilshre Bive, §’J\ e -24(0
Angels, (A actzw, 323 (A- 2298 SHAUNYA BULUERN
DATE: UG 09 2017  uenmm carvemc by , Deputy
{Fecha) (Secretario) (Adjunto)
(For proof of service of this summons, use Proof of Service of Summons (form POS-010).)
(Para prueba de entrega de esta citatién use el formulario Proof of Service of Summons, (POS-010)).
NOTICE TO THE PERSON SERVED: You are served
(SEALI 1. ] as an individual defendant.
2. [] astheperson sued under the fictitious name of (specify):

3. L1 on behaif of (specify):

under: [_1 CCP 416.10 (corporation) [] CCP 416.60 (minor)
[T 1 CCP 416.20 (defunct corporation) [] CCP 416.70 (conservatee)
[ ] CCP 416.40 (association or partnership) [_| CCP 416.90 (authorized person)

[T other (specify):
4. [__] by personal delivery on (date):
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Form Adopted for Mandatory Use SUMMONS Code of Givil Procedure §§ 412.20, 465
Judicial Council of California www.courtinfo.ca.gov
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CM-010

ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY (Name, State Bar number, and address): FOR COURT USE ONLY
Matthew Strugar (SBN 232951) CONFORMED CoPY
Law Office of Matthew Strugar OF ORIGINAL FILED
3435 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 2 '10, 1A CA 90010 Los Angeles Superior Court

TELEPHONE NO. jtfgt;g(y)gé?sz?\lyational Day PAB¥r Uranizing Network, et al
ATTORNEY FOR (Name): yngel g ’ ) UG 09 293?
LCOS A €3
SUPERIOR COURT OF GALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF
sy [ L et s e execuuve uTiGericlerk
MAILING ADDRESS: :
. . nva Bolden, Deputy
crrvannze cope: 1/OS Angeles, CA JUULZ By Shauny
Central
BRANCH NAME:
CASE NAME: .
National Day Labor Organizing Network, et al., v. County of Los Angeles, et al.
-CML CASE COI%R SHEET Compiex Case Designation CASE NUMBER:
Unlimited Limited .
(Amount (Amount D Counter [:f Joinder —
demanded demanded is Filed with first appearance by defendant
exceeds $25,000) $25,000 or less) (Cal. Rules of Cour, rule 3.402) DEPT:

ltems 1-6 below must be completed (see instructions on page 2).

1. Check one box below for the case type that best describes this case:

Auto Tort Contract Provisionally Complex Civil Litigation
Auto (22) [_1 Breach of contractiwarranty (06)  (Cal. Rules of Court, rules 3.400-3.403)
Uninsured motorist (46} E:I Rule 3.740 collections (09) Antitrust/Trade regulation (03)

Other PI/PD/WD (Personal Injury/Property I::‘ Other collections (09) Construction defect (10)

Damage/Wrongful Death) Tort : Ej] Insurance coverage (18) Mass tort (40)

Asbestos (04)

L0000

Other contract (37) Securities litigation (28)

Product liability (24) Real Property Environmental/Toxic tort (30)

Medical malpractice (45) ("] Eminent domain/inverse Insurance coverage claims arising from the
] other PvPDMWD (23) condemnation (14) above listed provisionally complex case
Non-PUPD/WD (Other) Tort (] Wrongful eviction (33) types (41)
D Business. tort/unfair business practice (07) [:I Other real property (26) Enforcement of Judgment
E:] Civil rights {08) Unlawful Detainer [::l Enforcement of judgment (20}
] Defamation (13) Commercial (31) Miscellaneous Civil Complaint
L] Fraud (16) » [ ] Residential (32) [_] ricoen
l:] inteflectual property (19) [::l Drugs (38) D Other complaint (not specified above) (42)
L] Professional negligence (25) Judicial Review ' Miscellaneous Civil Petition
L1 other non-PUPDMWD tort (35) [ Assetforteiture (05) Partnership and corporate governance (21)
Employment I:] Petition re: arbitration award (11) - [:] Other petition (not specified above) (43)
D Wrongful termination (36) Writ of mandate (02)
[:| Other employment (15) f::] Other judicial review (39)

oo s w

Thiscase |_|is |v] is not complex under rule 3.400 of the California Rules of Court. If the case is complex, mark the
factors requiring exceptional judicial management:

a. [:] Large number of separately represented parties d. [:I Large number of witnesses

b. D Extensive motion practice raising difficult or novel e. [ Coordination with related actions pending in one or more courts
issues that wili be time-consuming to resolve in other counties, states, or countries, or in a federal court

c. [:—_l Substantial amount of documentary evidence f. l:] Substantial postjudgment judicial supervision

Remedies sought (check all that apply}): a.[:] monetary b.lZ} nonmonetary; declaratory or injunctive relief  c. l:ipunitive
Number of causes of action (specify): One

This case E:j is [Z] isnot  a class action suit.

. Ifthere are any known related cases, file and serve a notice of related case. (You may use formLCM-015.)

. 8/9/17
Date:
Matthew Strugar

{TYPE OR PRINT NAME)

NOTICE

* Plaintiff must file this cover sheet with the first paper filed in the action or proceeding (except small claims cases or cases filed
under the Probate Code, Family Code, or Welfare and Institutions Code). (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 3.220.) Failure to file may result
in sanctions.

¢ File this cover sheet in addition o any cover sheet required by local court rule.

* If this case is complex under rule 3.400 et seq. of the California Rules of Court, you must serve a copy of this cover sheet on all
other parties to the action or proceeding. .

* Unless this is a collections case under rule 3.740 or a complex case, this cover sheet will be used for statistical purposes 0”{};‘ tor2

Fol

mn Adopted for Mandatory Use Cal. Rules of Court, rules 2.30, 3.220, 3.400-3.403, 3.740;
Judicial Council of California CIV". CASE COVER SHEET

Cal. Standards of Judicial Administration, std. 3.10
CM-010 {Rev. July 1, 2007) www.courtinfo.ca.gov



SHORTTITLE: National Day Labor Organizing Network, et al. v. County of Log A | ASE NUMBER

CIVIL. CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM AND
STATEMENT OF LOCATION
(CERTIFICATE OF GROUNDS FOR ASSIGNMENT TO COURTHOUSE LOCATION)

This form is required pursuant to Local Rule 2.3 in all new civil case filings in the Los Angeles Superior Court.

Step 1: After completing the Civil Case Cover Sheet (Judicial Council form CM-010), find the exact case type in
Column A that corresponds to the case type indicated in the Civil Case Cover Sheet.

Step 2: in Column B, check the box for the type of action that best describes the nature of the case.

Step 3: in Column C, circle the number which explains the reason for the court filing location you have
chosen.

Applicable Reasons for Choosing Court Filing Location (Column C)

1. Class actions must be filed in the Stanley Mosk Courthouse, Central District. 7. Location where petitioner resides.

2. Permissive filing in central district. 8. Location wherein defendant/respondent functions wholly.

3. Location where cause of action arose. 9. Location where one or more of the parties reside.

4. Mandatory personal injury filing in North District. 10. Location of Labor Commissioner Office.
. . . 11, Mandatory filing location (Hub Cases — unlawful detainer, limited
5. Location where performance required or defendant resides. non-collection, limited collection, or personal injury).

8. Location of property or permanently garaged vehicle.

Auto (22) 00 A7100 Motor Vehicle - Personal Injury/Property DamageANVrongful Death 1,4, 11
ex
g f_’ Uninsured Motorist (46) 0 A7110 Personal Injury/Property Damage/Wrongful Death ~ Uninsured Motorist | 1, 4, 11
O A8070 Asbestos Property Damage 1,11
Asbestos (04)
'E' - 3 A7221 Asbhestos - Personal InjuryWrongful Death 1,11
o O
e
g .% Product Liability (24) [0 A7260 Product Liability (not asbestos or toxic/environmental) 1,4, 11
0.
-—_ D
E’ Q2 0 A7210 Medical Malpractice - Physicians & Surgeons 1,4, 11
2 Medical Malpractice (45) 141
% 2 O A7240 Other Professional Health Care Malpractice %
o
S = -
@ - [0 A7250 Premises Liability (e.g., slip and fall)
o > Other Personal 1.4, 1
5 g injury Property O A7230 Intentional Bodily Injury/Property Damage/MWrongful Death (e.g., 1 4 14
g 8 Damage Wrongful assault, vandalism, etc.) o
Death (23) [ A7270 Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress URAL
O A7220 Other Personal Injury/Property Damage/Wrongful Death 14,1
LACIV 109 (Rev 2/16) CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM Local Rule 2.3

LASC Approved 03-04 AND STATEMENT OF LOCATION Page 1 of 4



SHORTTITLE: National Day Labor Organizing Network, et al. v. County of Los A

CASE NUMBER

Business Tort (07) 0 A6029 Other Commercial/Business Tort (not fraud/breach of contract) 1,2,3
h
E,ﬂ Civil Rights (08) 00 A6005 Civil Rights/Discrimination 1,2,3
o=
& g Defamation (13) [0 A6010 Defamation (slander/libel) 1,2,3
53
= 2 Fraud (16} b AB013 Fraud (no contract) 1,2,3
2% . 0O A6017 Legal Malpractice 1,2,3
D 5 Professional Negligence (25)
a g 0 A6050 Other Professional Malpractice (not medical or legal) 1,23
£8
Other (35) [0 A6025 Other Non-Personat Injury/Property Damage tort 1,2,3
. e
b Wrongful Termination (36) 0 A6037 Wrongful Termination 1,2,3
@
g
by OO0 AB024 Other Employment Complaint Case 1,23
-9 Other Empioyment (15}
uEJ O A6109 Labor Commissioner Appeals 10
_— |
3 A6004 Breach of Rental/Lease Contract (not unlawful detainer or wrongful
eviction) 25
Breach of Contract/ Warrant
(06) y 1 A6008 Contract/\Warranty Breach -Seller Plaintiff (no fraud/negligence) 25
(not insurance) [} AB019 Negligent Breach of Contract\Warranty (no fraud) 12,5
[0 A6028 Other Breach of Contract/Warranty (not fraud or negligence} 12,8
’g 1 A8002 Collections Case-Seller Plaintiff 56 11
= Collections (09)
5 [I A6012 Other Promissory Note/Collections Case 5,11
© {1 A6034 Collections Case-Purchased Debt (Charged Off Consumer Debt 5,6, 11
Purchased on or after January 1, 2014)
nsurance Coverage (18) [0 A&015 Insurance Coverage (not complex) 1,2,58
3 A6009 Contractual Fraud 1,2,3,5
Other Contract (37) 1 A6031 Tortious Interference 1,2,3,5
O A6027 Other Contract Dispute(not breach/insurance/fraud/negligence) 1,2,3,89
Eminent Domain/inverse . . .
Condemnation (14) 0 A7300 Eminent Domain/Condemnation Number of parcels 2,6
£
g Wrongful Eviction (33) 1 A6023 Wrongiul Eviction Case 2,6
O
a
'§ 3 A6018 Mortgage Foreclosure 2,6
o Other Real Property (26) B8 A6032 Quiet Title 2,6
[1 AB060 Other Real Property (not eminent domain, landlord/tenant, foreclosure) | 2,6
o Unlawful Deta(g!%r-Commercial [0 A6021 Uniawful Detainer-Commercial (not drugs or wrongful eviction) 6, 11
[3
=4
§ Unlawful Det?ég()ar-ReSidentlal [T A6020 Unlawful Detainer-Residential (not drugs or wrongful eviction) 8, 11
= Unlawful Detainer- .
“% Post-Foreclosure (34) [0 A6020F Uniawful Detainer-Post-Foreclosure 2,6, 11
:‘5 Unlawful Detainer-Drugs (38) | O A6022 Unlawful Detainer-Drugs 2,6, 11
LACIV 109 (Rev 2/16) CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM Local Rule 2.3
LASC Approved 03-04 AND STATEMENT OF LOCATION Page 2 of 4



SHORTTILE National Day Labor Organizing Network, et al. v. County of Los A] CASE NUMBER
Asset Forfeiture (05) O AB108 Asset Forfeiture Case 2,3,6
P Petition re Arbitration (11) 0O A8115 Petition to Compel/Confirm/Vacate Arbitration 2,5
@
=
& ¥ A6151 Writ - Administrative Mandamus 2,8
-';g Wit of Mandate (02) 0O A6152 Writ - Mandamus on Limited Court Case Matter 2
3 0 A6153 Writ- Other Limited Court Case Review 2
Other Judicial Review (39) [0 A6150 Other Writ JJudicial Review 2,8

e r—— e A S Sl A A
- Antitrust/Trade Regulation (03) | ' A6003 Antitrust/Trade Regulation 1,2,8
R
i§, Construction Defect (10) O A8007 Construction Defect 1,2,3
£
| ; )
3 Clatmslnvo(lzgm)g Mass Tort | AB006 Claims involving Mass Tort 1,2,8
=
g v
8 Securities Litigation (28) 1 AB035 Securities Litigation Case 1,2,8
z, .
® Toxic Tort . .
c
.g Environmental (30) 0 A6036 Toxic Tort/Environmental 1,2,3,8
% Insurance Coverage Claims
& from Complex Case (41) 0 A8014 Insurance Coverage/Subrogation (complex case only) 1,2,5 8
A R B —
0 A6141 Sister State Judgment 2,5,11
e = 3 A6160 Abstract of Judgment 2,6
% % Enforcement 00 A6107 Confession of Judgment (non-domestic relations) 2,8
g < of Judgment (20} O AB6140 Administrative Agency Award (not unpaid taxes) 2,8
3
:c_, ‘S [1 A6114 Petition/Certificate for Entry of Judgment on Unpaid Tax 2,8
0 A6112 Other Enforcement of Judgment Case 2,8,9
e i —— —— e |
RICO (27) [3 AB033 Racketeering (RICO) Case 1,2,8
g £
9 _g;_ {0 A6030 Declaratory Relief Only 1,2,8
[
% § Othe(Compiaints [J AB040 Injunctive Relief Only (not domestic/harassment) 2,8
b = (Not Specified Above) (42) | [ AGD11 Other Commercial Complaint Case {non-tort/non-complex) 1,2,8
= (& 03 AB000 Other Civil Complaint (non-tort/non-complex) 1,2,8
——— = o — e
Partnership Corporation .
Governance (21) 0O A6113 Partnership and Corporate Governance Case 2,8
[0 A8121 Civil Harassment 2,39
2 g O A6123 Workplace Harassment 2,3,9
@D o=
e 5 A Elder/ i C . 3,9
5 3 Other Petitions (Not 0O A6124 er/Dependent Aduit Abuse Case 2,3
8 - Specified Above) (43) {1 A6190 Eiection Contest 2
0 >
=0 [0 AB110 Petition for Change of Name/Change of Gender 27
0 A6170 Petition for Relief from Late Claim Law 238
00 AB100 Other Civil Petition 2,9
LACIV 109 (Rev 2/16) CIVIL. CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM Local Rule 2.3
LASC Approved 03-04 AND STATEMENT OF LOCATION Page 3 of 4



SHORT TITLE:

National Day Labor Organizing Network, et al. v. County of Los

CASE NUMBER

Step 4: Statement of Reason and Address: Check the appropriate boxes for the numbers shown under Column C for the
type of action that you have selected. Enter the address which is the basis for the filing location, including zip code.
(No address required for class action cases).

REASON:

01.&2.03.04.06.06.07. 08.0 8.010.011.

ADDRESS:

DD
21

West Temple Street

CITY.
Los Angeles

STATE:

CA

ZIP CODE:

90012

Step 5: Certification of Assignment: | certify that this case is properly filed in the

Central District of

the Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles [Code Civ. Proc., §392 et seq., and Local Rule 2.3(a)(1)(E)].

8/9/17

Dated:

(SIGNATURE OF ATTORNEY/FILING PARTY)

PLEASE HAVE THE FOLLOWING iTEMS‘COMPLETED AND READY TO BE FILED IN ORDER TO PROPERLY

COMMENCE YOUR NEW COURT CASE:

1. Original Complaint or Petition.

If filing a Complaint, a completed Summons form for issuance by the Clerk.

2
3. Civil Case Cover Sheet, Judicial Council form CM-010.
4

Civil Case Cover Sheet Addendum and Statement of Location form, LACIV 109, LASC Approved 03-04 (Rev.

02/16).
Payment in full of the filing fee, unless there is court order for waiver, partial or scheduled payments.

o

6. A signed order appointing the Guardian ad Litem, Judicial Councit form CIV-010, if the plaintiff or petitioner is a
minor under 18 years of age will be required by Court in order to issue a summons.

7. Additional copies of documents to be conformed by the Clerk. Copies of the cover sheet and this addendum
must be served along with the summons and complaint, or other initiating pleading in the case.

LACIV 109 (Rev 2/186)
LASC Approved 03-04

CiViL CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM Local Rule 2.3
AND STATEMENT OF LOCATION Page 4 of 4
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Matthew Strugar, State Bar No. 232951
Law Office of Matthew Strugar

3435 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 2910
Los Angeles, CA 90010

(323) 696-2299
matthew@matthewstrugar.com

Colleen Flynn, State Bar No. 234281
Law Office of Colleen Flynn

3435 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 2910
Los Angeles, CA 90010

(213) 252-9444
cflynnlaw@yahoo.com

Attorneys for Petitioners

5D COPY
CONFORMED CO
Los Anveles Sunerior Court

AUG 09 201

Sherri B, Lane:, caguunve wmGst/olern

By Shaunya Bolden, Deputy

{::af; g’%iﬁ, é,s i
a5 ;‘.}fz-‘?sj b/

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

NATIONAL DAY LABORER ORGANIZING NET-

WORK, and SERVICE EMPLOYEES INTERNATION-

AL  UNION, UNITED SERVICE WORKERS WEST
Petitioners,

VS.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, and SHERIFF JAMES
MCDONNELL,

Respondents.

1

BS170466

Case No.

Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate Ordering
Compliance with the California Public Records
Act

[California Constitution Art. I § 3;
Government Code §§ 6250 ef seq.]

VERIFIED PETITION FOR A WRIT OF MANDATE
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Petitioners National Day Labor Organizing Network (NDLON) and Service Employees
International Union, United Service Workers West (USWW) petition this Court for a writ of
mandate requiring Respondents County of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County Sheriff James
McDonnell to immediately make available to Petitioners public records lawfully requested by
Petitioners pursuant to the California Public Records Act, Government Code section 6250, et
seq. (CPRA). Petitioners also respectfully requests that this Court grant relief in the form of de-
claratory relief, costs of suit, attorneys’ fees, and other appropriate and just relief resulting from
Respondents’ unlawful conduct. Petitioners allege as follows:

Parties

1. Petitioner NDLON is a non-profit, tax-exempt organization that works to improve the
lives of day laborers in the United States. NDLON has 42 member organizations throughout the
country. NDLON works to unify and strengthen its member organizations to be more strategic
and effective in their efforts to develop leadership, mobilize, and organize day laborers in order
to protect and expand their civil, labor, and human rights. NDLON fosters safer, more humane
environments for day laborers, both men and women, to earn a living, contribute to society, and
integrate into the community. NDLON is headquartered in Los Angeles, California.

2. Petitioner USWW represents more than 40,000 janitors, security officers, airport service
workers, and other property service workers across California. USWW is part of the Service
Employees International Union (SEIU), an organization of 2.2 million members united by the
belief in the dignity and worth of workers and the services they provide and dedicated to improv-
ing the lives of workers and their families and creating a more just and humane society.

3. Respondent County of Los Angeles was and is a political entity established under the
laws of the State of California, with all the powers specified and necessarily implied by the Con-
stitution and the laws of the State of California and exercised by an elected Board of Supervisors
and/or their agents and officers. The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department is a department

or division of the County.

2

VERIFIED PETITION FOR A WRIT OF MANDATE
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4. Respondent Sheriff James McDonnell is the Sheriff of Los Angeles County. Sheriff
McDonnell is the public official with ultimate authority and responsibility for the acts and omis-
sions complained of herein.

Jurisdiction and Venue

5. This Court has jurisdiction under Government Code sections 6258 & 6259 and Code of
Civil Procedure sections 1060 & 1085.

6. Venue is proper in this Court. The records in question, or some portion of them, are situ-
ated in the County of Los Angeles. See Gov’t Code § 6259(a); Code Civ. Proc. § 401(1). Also,
Respondents reside in, and the acts and omissions complained of herein occurred in, the County
of Los Angeles. See Code Civ. Proc. §§ 393(b) & 394(a).

General Allegations

7. This dispute arises from the failure of the County of Los Angeles and its Sheriff’s De-
partment to provide public records concernings its role in federal immigration enforcement.

8. Senate Bill 54, also known as the California Values Act or SB 54, is currently pending in
the California Legislature. SB 54 aims to protect the safety and well-being of all Californians by
ensuring that state and local resources are not used to fuel mass deportations, separate families,
or terrorize our communities. SB 54 would prohibit state and local law enforcement from using
their resources to investigate, interrogate, detain, detect, or arrest people for immigration en-
forcement purposes.

9. The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department and Sheriff McDonnell oppose SB 54, ar-
guing that it would “force immigration enforcement agents into our communities” and result “in
the complete and total loss of trust and communication with any law enforcement agency.”

10. Sheriff McDonnell is one of the most, if not the most, politically powerful opponents of
SB 54.

11. Sheriff McDonnell appears to have been in frequent communication with various offi-
cials in the federal executive related to SB 54, and has repeatedly and publicly acknowledged

such communication.

3

VERIFIED PETITION FOR A WRIT OF MANDATE
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12. During a radio interview on March 27, 2017, Sheriff McDonnell mentioned that he had
“a meeting this coming week with officials from ICE [Immigration and Customs Enforcement].”
See Press Play with Madeleine Brand: Why LA County’s Sheriff Opposes California’s Sanctuary
State Bill, KCRW (March 27, 2017), available at: goo.gl/txDCcY.

13. During another radio interview on May 23, 2017, Sheriff McDonnell stated, “I’ve talked
to ICE about that” in reference to McDonnell’s claim that, if the Sheriff’s Department does not
allow federal immigration officials to have access to individuals held in criminal custody, federal
authorities will “very predictably . .. go into the communities.” See Airtalk: LA County Sheriff
weighs in on recent DC trip, California’s sanctuary state bill, Baca conviction and more, KPCC
(May 23, 2017), available at: goo.gl/fBFNGk.

14. During that same interview, Sheriff McDonnell mentioned meeting with United States
Attorney General Jeff Sessions “a few weeks ago” and with then-Secretary of Homeland Securi-
ty John Kelly “on a couple of occasions.” See id.

15. During a July 6, 2017 meeting with the ACLU’s People Power initiative, Sheriff
McDonnell again mentioned talking to then-Secretary of Homeland Security John Kelly on a
couple of occasions, as well as to acting Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) Director
Thomas Homan and local partners, stating “they all get where we’re coming from . . .[;] they
want to work with us.”

16. On March 20, 2017, Petitioners served a records request pursuant to the CPRA on the
Sheriff’s Department. A true and correct copy of the request is attached as Exhibit A.

17. The request sought two categories of records: 1) records related to communication re-
garding SB 54 within LASD and between LASD and the Department of Homeland Security,
Immigration and Customs Enforcement, the White House, the Office of U.S. Attorney General
Jefferson Sessions, members of the California State Senate and Assembly, California law en-
forcement officials (including the California State Sheriffs’ Association, the California Police
Chiefs Association, and individual California Sheriffs and Police Chiefs), and/or members of the

press, from December 5, 2016; and 2) records related to communications between the LASD and
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the Department of Homeland Security, Immigration and Customs Enforcement, the White
House, and/or the Office of U.S. Attorney General Jefferson Sessions regarding immigration en-
forcement policy, including communications about recent and proposed ICE deportation-related
enforcement activity and policy regarding immigration detainers, transfer requests, and jail re-
moval operations, from January 2017.

18. The requested records are critical to Petitioners’ mission of meaningfully participating in
and contributing their perspectives and insights to the public policy debate regarding local law
enforcement’s role in immigration proceedings generally and SB 54 specifically. Petitioners are
uniquely positioned to contribute meaningfully to this debate from the perspective of advocating
for low-wage immigrants, an extremely vulnerable population, and of ensuring that as a nation
we respect our own constitutional principles while engaged in immigration enforcement. To fur-
ther their respective missions and to participate meaningfully in this debate—a matter of pressing
public policy concern for our polity as a whole—it is crucial for Petitioners to obtain information
related to the County’s communications with federal officials on these issues.

19. A similar request made to the Sacramento County Sheriff’s Department unveiled records
reflecting Sheriff Scott Jones asking then-Acting ICE Director Thomas Homan for help fighting
against SB 54 weeks before the two hosted a town hall meeting on immigration enforcement that
drew hundreds of people and erupted in protests. See Jazmine Ulloa, Sacramento’s sheriff asked
Trump’s immigration chief for help fighting California’s ‘sanctuary state’ bill, Los Angeles
Times (June 20, 2017), available at: goo.gl/kbyomD.

20. For three months, Petitioner NDLON diligently pursued the request and worked to ac-
commodate the County’s delayed response. In its initial response letter, dated April 5, 2017,
LASD admitted to “not having reviewed the records” and expressed a need for a 14-day exten-
sion. Between April and June, Petitioners sent at least four letters and emails urging LASD to
produce the records responsive to Petitioners’ request. NDLON spoke with LASD Lieutenant
Michael Stuver by phone on at least five occasions. LASD’s communications were consistently

non-responsive. For instance, by April 19, 2017, LASD had yet to produce any records and stat-
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ed in a letter that they would let Petitioners know of LASD’s progress “within the next several
weeks” (emphasis added), even though their 14-day extension had already passed. In a phone call
on May 11, Lieutenant Stuver stated that LASD’s response was being delayed because the attor-
ney in charge of reviewing the documents was gone until the following week. On June 1, Lieu-
tenant Stuver claimed that the documents were “ready,” but had to go through one last step of
review, but it was not until June 21 that he confirmed via email that the documents were “cur-
rently on the final desk in the review process.”

21. On June 23, 2017, the County produced 134 pages of records responsive to the request.
None of the records reflected any communications with ICE or any other federal officials regard-
ing immigration enforcement or SB 54.

22. Based on the foregoing, and upon reasonable information and belief, the County withheld
responsive documents in response to Petitioners’ request.

23.On July 12, 2017, NDLON sent a letter to Sheriff McDonnell raising concern over the
lack of records related to communications with federal officials and noted that it was unclear
from the County’s response whether the County was withholding responsive documents related
to LASD’s meetings with federal official on privilege grounds or whether the County contended
that no such documents exist.

24. LASD officials informed NDLON that it had forwarded NDLON’s follow-up letter to the
appropriate officials and were waiting on a response. To date, despite repeated inquiries on the
status of such a response, NDLON has not received a response to its letter or any supplemental
production.

25. Given the time-sensitive need for Petitioners to obtain the requested information, given
the fast-moving and contemporaneous public discourse and political decision-making surround-
ing this pressing topic of public concern, Petitioners now respectfully seek the assistance of this
Court in obtaining the requested records.

/
/
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/!
First Cause of Action
For Violations of the California Public Records Act and
California Constitution, Article I, Section 3(b)

26. Petitioners reallege and incorporate by reference the preceding paragraphs in this Peti-
tion.

27. Pursuant to Government Code section 6258, any persons may “institute proceeding for
injunctive or declaratory relief or writ of mandate in any court of competent jurisdiction to en-
force his or her right to inspect or receive a copy of any public record or class of public records
under this chapter.”

28. The records Petitioners seek are public records, i.e., writings related to the conduct of the
public’s business.

29. Upon information and belief, Respondents prepared, retained, used, or have control of
public records that are responsive to Petitioners’ request.

30. Petitioners allege in accordance with Government Code section 6259(a) that the infor-
mation it seeks from Respondents is maintained in Los Angeles County.

31. Respondents failed to provide responsive public records that they prepared, retained, or
used.

32. Upon reasonable information and belief, especially given the high-profile nature of the
public debate surrounding the immigration enforcement programs that are the focus of Petition-
ers’ request for information, Respondent McDonnell specifically authorized, commanded, or
caused the deficient response.

33. Petitioners are members of the public and are beneficially interested in the outcome of
these proceedings. They have a clear, present and substantial right to the relief sought herein.

34. Petitioners have no plain, speedy and adequate remedy at law other than that sought here-

n.
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Petitioners National Day Labor Organizing Network (NDLON) and Service Employees
International Union, United Service Workers West (USWW) petition this Court for a writ of
mandate requiring Respondents County of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County Sheriff James
McDonnell to immediately make available to Petitioners public records lawfully requested by
Petitioners pursuant to the California Public Records Act, Government Code section 6250, et
seq. (CPRA). Petitioners also respectfully requests that this Court grant relief in the form of de-
claratory relief, costs of suit, attorneys’ fees, and other appropriate and just relief resulting from
Respondents’ unlawful conduct. Petitioners allege as follows:

Parties

1. Petitioner NDLON is a non-profit, tax-exempt organization that works to improve the
lives of day laborers in the United States. NDLON has 42 member organizations throughout the
country. NDLON works to unify and strengthen its member organizations to be more strategic
and effective in their efforts to develop leadership, mobilize, and organize day laborers in order
to protect and expand their civil, labor, and human rights. NDLON fosters safer, more humane
environments for day laborers, both men and women, to earn a living, contribute to society, and
integrate into the community. NDLON is headquartered in Los Angeles, California.

2. Petitioner USWW represents more than 40,000 janitors, security officers, airport service
workers, and other property service workers across California. USWW is part of the Service
Employees International Union (SEIU), an organization of 2.2 million members united by the
belief in the dignity and worth of workers and the services they provide and dedicated to improv-
ing the lives of workers and their families and creating a more just and humane society.

3. Respondent County of Los Angeles was and is a political entity established under the
laws of the State of California, with all the powers specified and necessarily implied by the Con-
stitution and the laws of the State of California and exercised by an elected Board of Supervisors
and/or their agents and officers. The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department is a department

or division of the County.
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4. Respondent Sheriff James McDonnell is the Sheriff of Los Angeles County. Sheriff
McDonnell is the public official with ultimate authority and responsibility for the acts and omis-
sions complained of herein.

Jurisdiction and Venue

5. This Court has jurisdiction under Government Code sections 6258 & 6259 and Code of
Civil Procedure sections 1060 & 1085.

6. Venue is proper in this Court. The records in question, or some portion of them, are situ-
ated in the County of Los Angeles. See Gov’t Code § 6259(a); Code Civ. Proc. § 401(1). Also,
Respondents reside in, and the acts and omissions complained of herein occurred in, the County
of Los Angeles. See Code Civ. Proc. §§ 393(b) & 394(a).

General Allegations

7. This dispute arises from the failure of the County of Los Angeles and its Sheriff’s De-
partment to provide public records concernings its role in federal immigration enforcement.

8. Senate Bill 54, also known as the California Values Act or SB 54, is currently pending in
the California Legislature. SB 54 aims to protect the safety and well-being of all Californians by
ensuring that stafe and local resources are not used to fuel mass deportations, separate families,
or terrorize our communities. SB 54 would prohibit state and local law enforcement from using
their resources to investigate, interrogate, detain, detect, or arrest people for immigration en-
forcement purposes.

9. The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department and Sheriff McDonnell oppose SB 54, ar-
guing that it would “force immigration enforcement agents into our communities” and result “in
the complete and total loss of trust and communication with any law enforcement agency.”

10. Sheriff McDonnell is one of the most, if not the most, politically powerful opponents of
SB 54.

11. Sheriff McDonnell appears to have been in frequent communication with various offi-
cials in the federal executive related to SB 54, and has repeatedly and publicly acknowledged

such communication.
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12. During a radio interview on March 27, 2017, Sheriff McDonnell mentioned that he had
“a meeting this coming week with officials from ICE [Immigration and Customs Enforcement].”
See Press Play with Madeleine Brand: Why LA County’s Sheriff Opposes California’s Sanctuary
State Bill, KCRW (March 27, 2017), available at: goo.gl/txDCcY.

13. During another radio interview on May 23, 2017, Sheriff McDonnell stated, “I’ve talked
to ICE about that” in reference to McDonnell’s claim that, if the Sheriff’s Department does not
allow federal immigration officials to have access to individuals held in criminal custody, federal
authorities will “very predictably . . . go into the communities.” See Airtalk: LA County Sheriff
weighs in on recent DC trip, California’s sanctuary state bill, Baca conviction and more, KPCC
(May 23, 2017), available at: goo.gl/fBFNGk.

14. During that same interview, Sheriff McDonnell mentioned meeting with United States
Attorney General Jeff Sessions “a few weeks ago™ and with then-Secretary of Homeland Securi-
ty John Kelly “on a couple of occasions.” See id.

15.During a July 6, 2017 meeting with the ACLU’s People Power initiative, Sheriff
McDonnell again mentioned talking to then-Secretary of Homeland Security John Kelly on a
couple of occasions, as well as to acting Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) Director
Thomas Homan and local partners, stating “they all get where we’re coming from .. .[;] they
want to work with us.”

16. On March 20, 2017, Petitioners served a records request pursuant to the CPRA on the
Sheriff’s Department. A true and correct copy of the request is attached as Exhibit A.

17. The request sought two categories of records: 1) records related to communication re-
garding SB 54 within LASD and between LASD and the Department of Homeland Security,
Immigration and Customs Enforcement, the White House, the Office of U.S. Attorney General
Jefferson Sessions, members of the California State Senate and Assembly, California law en-
forcement officials (including the California State Sheriffs’ Association, the California Police
Chiefs Association, and individual California Sheriffs and Police Chiefs), and/or members of the

press, from December 5, 2016; and 2) records related to communications between the LASD and
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the Department of Homeland Security, Immigration and Customs Enforcement, the White
House, and/or the Office of U.S. Attorney General Jefferson Sessions regarding immigration en-
forcement policy, including communications about recent and proposed ICE deportation-related
enforcement activity and policy regarding immigration detainers, transfer requests, and jail re-
moval operations, from January 2017.

18. The requested records are critical to Petitioners’ mission of meaningfully participating in
and confributing their perspectives and insights to the public policy debate regarding local law
enforcement’s role in immigration proceedings generally and SB 54 specifically. Petitioners are
uniquely positioned to contribute meaningfully to this debate from the perspective of advocating
for lJow-wage immigrants, an extremely vulnerable population, and of ensuring that as a nation
we respect our own constitutional principles while engaged in immigration enforcement. To fur-
ther their respective missions and to participate meaningfully in this debate—a matter of pressing
public policy concern for our polity as a whole—it is crucial for Petitioners to obtain information
related to the County’s communications with federal officials on these issues.

19. A similar request made to the Sacramento County Sheriff’s Department unveiled records
reflecting Sheriff Scott Jones asking then-Acting ICE Director Thomas Homan for help fighting
against SB 54 weeks before the two hosted a town hall meeting on immigration enforcement that
drew hundreds of people and erupted in protests. See Jazmine Ulloa, Sacramento’s sheriff asked
Tramp’s immigration chief for help fighting California’s ‘sanctuary state’ bill, Los Angeles
Times (June 20, 2017), available at: goo.gl/kbyomD.

20. For three months, Petitioner NDLON diligently pursued the request and worked to ac-
commodate the County’s delayed response. In its initial response letter, dated April 5, 2017,
LASD admitted to “not having reviewed the records™ and expressed a need for a 14-day exten-
sion. Between April and June, Petitioners sent at least four letters and emails urging LASD to
produce the records responsive to Petitioners’ request. NDLON spoke with LASD Lieutenant
Michael Stuver by phone on at least five occasions. LASD’s communications were consistently

non-responsive. For instance, by April 19, 2017, LASD had yet to produce any records and stat-
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ed in a letter that they would let Petitioners know of LASD’s progress “within the next several
weeks” (emphasis added), even though their 14-day extension had already passed. In a phone call
on May 11, Lieutenant Stuver stated that LASD’s response was being delayed because the attor-
ney in charge of reviewing the documents was gone until the following week. On June 1, Lieu-
tenant Stuver claimed that the documents were “ready,” but had to go through one last step of
review, but it was not until June 21 that he confirmed via email that the documents were “cur-
rently on the final desk in the review process.”

21. On June 23, 2017, the County produced 134 pages of records responsive to the request.
None of the records reflected any communications with ICE or any other federal officials regard-
ing immigration enforcement or SB 54.

22. Based on the foregoing, and upon reasonable information and belief, the County withheld
responsive documents in response to Petitioners’ request.

23.On July 12, 2017, NDLON sent a letter to Sheriff McDonnell raising concern over the
lack of records related to communications with federal officials and noted that it was unclear
from the County’s response whether the County was withholding responsive documents related
to LASD’s meetings with federal official on privilege grounds or whether the County contended
that no such documents exist.

24. LASD officials informed NDLON that it had forwarded NDLON’s follow-up letter to the
appropriate officials and were waiting on a response. To date, despite repeated inquiries on the
status of such a response, NDLON has not received a response to its letter or any supplemental
production.

25. Given the time-sensitive need for Petitioners to obtain the requested information, given
the fast-moving and contemporaneous public discourse and political decision-making surround-
ing this pressing topic of public concern, Petitioners now respectfully seek the assistance of this
Court in obtaining the requested records.

//
/
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First Cause of Action
For Violations of the California Public Records Act and
California Constitution, Article I, Section 3(b)

26. Petitioners reallege and incorporate by reference the preceding paragraphs in this Peti-
tion.

27. Pursuant to Government Code section 6258, any persons may “institute proceeding for
injunctive or declaratory relief or writ of mandate in any court of competent jurisdiction to en-
force his or her right to inspect or receive a copy of any public record or class of public records
under this chapter.”

28. The records Petitioners seek are public records, i.e., writings related to the conduct of the
public’s business.

29. Upon information and belief, Respondents prepared, retained, used, or have control of
public records that are responsive to Petitioners® request.

30. Petitioners allege in accordance with Government Code section 6259(a) that the infor-
mation it seeks from Respondents is maintained in Los Angeles County.

31. Respondents failed to provide responsive public records that they prepared, retained, or
used.

32. Upon reasonable information and belief, especially given the high-profile nature of the
public debate surrounding the immigration enforcement programs that are the focus of Petition-
ers’ request for information, Respondent McDonnell specifically authorized, commanded, or
caused the deficient response.

33. Petitioners are members of the public and are beneficially interested in the outcome of
these proceedings. They have a clear, present and substantial right to the relief sought herein.

34. Petitioners have no plain, speedy and adequate remedy at law other than that sought here-

in.
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35. Respondents have a clear, present, ministerial duty to comply with the California Consti-
tution and the California Public Records Act.

36. Despite Petitioners® diligent attempts to obtain the information, Respondents have con-
tinually failed to provide responsive information or to reasonably clarify their failure to do so,
forcing Petitioners to retain counsel and file the instant petition, thereby incurring costs of suit
and attorneys’ fees.

37. Respondents refusal to release records, and/or inadequate search for records, violates the
CPRA and Article I, Section 3 of the California Constitution.

38. Petitioners request that, pursuant to Government Code section 6259, this Court issue a
writ of mandate compelling Respondents to release the requested records.

Request for Relief

WHEREFORE, Petitioners respectfully request judgment and/or writ of mandate against Re-
spondents as follows:

1. This Court issue a peremptory writ of mandate, pursuant to Government Code section
6259, directing Respondents to make all requested documents available for inspection, within 10
days of this Court’s order directing that they do so; or

2. In the alternative, that the court issue an order to show cause why the court should not is-
sue such writ and thereafter issue a peremptory writ compelling Respondents to perform their
public duty as set forth above;

3. The Court enter an order awarding Petitioners their costs of suit and reasonable attorneys’
fees and costs incurred in bringing this litigation, pursuant to Government Code section 6259, or,
in the alternative, pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 1021.5;

4. For such other relief as this Court deems just and proper.

Dated: August 9,2017 By: 1/"}[ /V/
Matthew Strugar
Attorney for Petitioners
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Verification
I, Pablo Alvarado, am the Executive Director for the National Day Labor Organizing
Network, a Petitioner in this action. I am authorized to make this verification on its behalf. I have
read the foregoing Petition for Writ of Mandate and know the contents thereof. The same is true
of my own knowledge, except as to those matters alleged on information and belief, and, as to
those matters, I also believe them to be true.
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of California that the foregoing is true

and correct.

Pablo Alvarado
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April 11,2017

Sheriff Jim McDonnell

Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department
211 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE:  Public Records Act Request Regarding Communications on Senate Bill 54
and Collaboration between the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department
and Immigration and Customs Enforcement

Dear Sheriff McDonnell:

In response to your April 5,2017 letter (veceived April 10,2017), we are writing to
confirm and reiterate our March 20, 2017 request for records pursuant to the California Public
Records Act, Cal. Gov. Code §§ 6250 — 6276.48, on behalf of the National Day Laborer
Organizing Network (NDLON) and the SEIU United Service Workers West (USWW).

Your letter asked that each organization confirm the request on our respective letterhead.
However, you failed to state upon what, if any, legal authority you rely upon to suggest that
letterhead is required for a response. Please let us know the pertinent authority underlying this
requirement.

We look forward to receiving a prompt response, as it has been more than ten (10)
calendar days since you received our March 20,2017 request. Cal. Gov. Code § 6253(c). As
stated in your letter, you received our request on March 21,2017, which means we should have
received a response by March 31,2017, See Cal Gov. Code § 6253(c). Instead, you sent us a
non-responsive letter dated April 5,2017, admitting “not having reviewed the records” and
alleging the need for a 14-day extension based on “unusual circumstances” due to the “broad
scope” of our request. Therefore, it took you two weeks just to let us know that we needed
letterhead. There should be no further unnecessary delay.

A. Purpose of the Request

The purpose of this request is to obtain information for the public about any
communications and collaboration between the LASD and Immigration and Customs
Enforcement (ICE) with respect to Senate Bill (SB) 54 (AKA, the California Values Act), as
well any and all efforts between the agencies to identify, investigate, interrogate, detain, arrest,
and deport immigrants.

As you are aware, the role of the LASD in immigration enforcement has been the subject
of public controversy in Los Angeles for many years. The controversy echoes a larger debate on
the proper role of local police in immigration enforcement that is taking place across the state
and the country. SB 54 would help end this controversy in California — and, more importantly,
protect the safety and well-being of all Californians — by ensuring that state and local resources
are not used to fuel mass deportations, separate families, or terrorize our communities. Despite
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the great need for this bill, LASD has chosen to oppose SB 54, alleging that it would “force
immigration enforcement agents into our communities” and result “in the complete and total loss
of trust and communication with any law enforcement agency.” By taking this position, LASD
is supporting the continued entanglement of local law enforcement and federal immigration
enforcement, and the criminalization of our immigrant communities.

The information requested herein is necessary to ensure that the ongoing debate on the
role of local law enforcement in immigration enforcement in Los Angeles and the need for SB 54
is an informed one. Your prompt compliance is requested in order to vindicate “the fundamental
and necessary right of every person in this state . . . [to have| access concerning the conduct of
the people’s business™ as it pertains to this vital matter. Cal. Gov. Code § 5250.

B. Requested Information

[. We request any and all records® from December 2016 (o the present related to
communications within LASD and between the LASD and the following persons/entities
regarding SB 54, the California Values Act, introduced in the California Senate on December 5,
2016:

a) The Department of Homeland Security

b) Immigration and Customs Enforcement

c) The White House

d) The Office of U.S. Attorney General Jelferson Sessions

¢) Members of the California State Senate and Assembly

F) California law enforcement officials (including the California Sheriff’s Association,

the California Police Chief’s Association, and individual California Sheriffs and
Police Chiefs)
g) Members of the Press

For each person/entity, we seck records of the communications themselves as well as any other
records related to the communications,

2. We request any and all records from January 2017 to the present related to
communications between the LASD and the following persons/entities regarding immigration
enforcement policy, including policy regarding immigration detainer:

a) The Department of Homeland Security
b) Immigration and Customs Enforcement

"Letter from Sherill Jim McDonnell, Office of the Sheriff, Los Angeles County to the Honorable Kevin De Leon,
Senate President pro Tempore, California State Senate (March 9,2017).

2 The term “records” as used herein means “public records” as broadly defined by Cal. Gov. Code § 6252(e), and
includes, but is not limited to, correspondence, documents, data, videotapes, audio tapes, DVDs, CDs, emails, laxes,
telephone messages, logs, files, guidance, guidelines, evaluations, instructions, analyses, memoranda, agreements,
notes, orders, policies, procedures, protocols, reports, rules, training manuals, other manuals, or studies



c¢) The White House
d) The Office of U.S. Attorney General Jefferson Sessions

For each person/entity, we seek records of the communications themselves as well as any other
records related to the communications. This request does not seek information regarding
individual immigration detainers or the details of specific individual cases.

C. The Requestors

NDLON is a non-profit organization founded in 2001 whose mission is to improve (he
lives of day laborers in the United States. Toward this end, NDLON seeks to strengthen, connect
and expand the work of its member organizations in order to become more effective and strategic
in building leadership, advancing low-wage worker and immigrant rights, and developing
successful models for organizing immigrant contingent/temporary workers.

SEIU United Service Workers West represents more than 40,000 janitors, security
officers, airport service workers, and other property service workers across California. We are
proud to be a part of the Service Employees International Union (SEIU), an organization of 2.2
million members united by the belief in the dignity and worth of workers and the services they
provide and dedicated to improving the lives of workers and their families and creating a more
Just and humane society.

D. Fee Waiver

We request a waiver of all costs because disclosure of the information sought will
contribute significantly to public understanding of the ongoing collaboration between the LASD
and ICE, an issue of significant and urgent public interest. Furthermore, we have no commercial
interest in this matter, and plan to make any information received as a result of this request
available to the public, at no cost. Disclosure in this case therefore meets the statutory criteria,
and a fee waiver would fulfill legislative intent.?

If the fee waiver is denied, while reserving our right to appeal such decision, we agree (o
pay fees up to $100. If you estimate that fees will exceed that limit, please inform us to obtain
consent to incur additional fees.

IF this request is denied in whole or part, we ask that your office describe with specificity
each record withheld and justify in writing all deletions by reference to specific exemptions of
the PRA. Cal. Gov. Code § 6255. Please also disclose any portions of those records for which
no exemption is claimed. We reserve the right to appeal a decision to withhold any records,

If you have any questions regarding this request, please contact me at (213) 380-2785 or
Sonia Gutierrez at 213-380-2214.

*In enacting the PRA, the California legislature expressly declared “access to information concerning the conduct of
the people’s business is a fundamental and necessary right to of every person in the state.” Cal. Gov. § 6250.
o



Thank you in advance for your timely response.

Sincerely, .

A

Chris Newman
Director of Legal Programs
NDLON

Ce: Alejandra Valles
Secretary-Treasurer &

USWW Chief of Staff

SEIU United Service Workers West
828 Wesl Washinglon Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90015



