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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 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.  
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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-

in. 
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