Electronically FILED|

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

y Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles on 07/06/2022 09:38 AM Sherri R. Carter, Executive Officer/Clerk of Court, by R. Perez,Deputy C
22STCP02519

Assigned for all purposes to: Stanley Mosk Courthouse, Judicial Officer: Mary Strobel

*SUSAN E. SEAGER (SBN: 204824)

JACK LERNER (SBN: 220661)

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, IRVINE

SCHOOL OF LAW

PRESS FREEDOM PROJECT / INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY CLINIC
P.O. Box 5479

Irvine, CA 92616-5479

Telephone: 949-824-5447

Fax: 949-824-2747

Email: sseagerl.clinic@law.uci.edu, jlerner@law.uci.edu

DAVID LOY (SBN: 229235)

MONICA PRICE (SBN: 335464)

FIRST AMENDMENT COALITION

534 Fourth Street, Suite B

San Rafael, CA 94901

Telephone: 415-460-5060

Email: dloy@firstamendmentcoalition.org, mprice@firstamendmentcoalition.org

Attorneys for Petitioners
FIRST AMENDMENT COALITION
and KNOCK LA

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT

FIRST AMENDMENT COALITION and Case No.: ZZSTCFOZS149
KNOCK LA,
Petitioners, VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF
MANDATE AND DECLARATORY
v. RELIEF FOR VIOLATIONS OF THE
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC RECORDS
CITY OF LOS ANGELES, ACT: EXHIBITS A-E
Respondent. [Gov’t Code §§ 6250 et seq.]

VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE
1




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure §§ 1085 and 1060 and Government Code
§§ 6258 and 6259, Petitioners First Amendment Coalition (“FAC”) and Knock LA petition this
Court for a writ of mandate and declaratory relief directed to Respondent City of Los Angeles,
ordering the City to provide public records that it has unlawfully withheld from Petitioners in
violation of the California Public Records Act (“CPRA”).

In this Verified Petition, Petitioners allege as follows:

INTRODUCTION

1. Over the past several years, the Legislature has begun to pierce the statutory
secrecy that shields police from public scrutiny by enacting new anti-secrecy laws. One of those
new laws, Government Code § 6254(f)(4), requires police departments to disclose all police
body camera footage and other recordings relating to “critical incidents™ — when police use of
force causes “great bodily injury” —unless “the agency demonstrates by clear and convincing
evidence that disclosure would substantially interfere with” a “criminal or administrative
investigation” and the investigation is still “active.”

2. On the morning of December 6, 2020, the Los Angeles Police Department
initiated a critical incident by suddenly and violently attacking protesters who had gathered for
daily protests outside of Mayor Eric Garcetti’s official residence. The protesters were urging
President Biden not to nominate Garcetti to a cabinet post, citing the mayor’s failure to reform
the LAPD, among other reasons. The daily protests were a political embarrassment to Garcetti.

3. Police caused great bodily injury to two protesters by striking one protester in the
back of the head, knocking her unconscious, and striking another protester in the face, loosening
several of her teeth. Both injured protesters went to the hospital. Police also caused great bodily

injury to an elderly man by pushing him from behind, forcing him to fall on and injure his hand.
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4. One person was arrested, but prosecutors declined to file charges.

5. Over the past 18 months, Petitioners Knock LA and FAC have submitted separate
requests to the LAPD seeking copies of all audio and video recordings of that December 6, 2020
critical incident pursuant to § 6254(f)(4).

6. But the LAPD violated the CPRA by denying all of Petitioners’ requests. The
LAPD suspiciously changed its story when citing its reasons. At first, the LAPD said it could not
locate any records of a critical incident on December 6, 2020. Later, the LAPD changed its tune,
no longer denying it had responsive records, but saying it would keep the records secret under
§ 6254(f), which allows police agencies to block disclosure of criminal investigation records.

7. But as the LAPD is well aware, § 6254(f) has been superseded in part by
6254(f)(4), which took effect in 2019, more than two years ago. Section 6254(f)(4) provides that
where, as here, there is a critical incident, the police agency must disclose all audio and video
recordings one year after the incident unless “the agency demonstrates by clear and convincing
evidence that disclosure would substantially interfere with” a “criminal or administrative
investigation” and that investigation is still “active.” Gov’t Code § 6254(f)(4)(A)(1)-(i1)
(emphasis added).

8. The LAPD, however, failed to cite any “active” investigation to justify
withholding the records. Because the critical incident took place more than a year ago and there
is no active investigation, the LAPD must turn over the recordings immediately.

9. By hiding these tapes, the LAPD — which is run by Chief Michele Moore, who
was hired by Garcetti — is preventing the public from seeing how police officers deliberately

harmed protesters to stop the protests and protect Garcetti’s political career.
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10. The Court should therefore order the City to disclose all records requested by
Petitioners immediately. The City’s withholding of the records is a violation of Government
Code § 6253(a).

THE PARTIES

11.  Petitioner FIRST AMENDMENT COALITION (“FAC”) is a California-based,
nonprofit public interest organization committed to protecting freedom of speech and
government transparency. As such, FAC is within the class of persons beneficially interested in
the City of Los Angeles’s performance of its legal duties under the CPRA.

12. Petitioner KNOCK LA is a non-profit news website based in Los Angeles. At all
times relevant to the Petition, Knock LA has been engaged in the business of gathering and

disseminating information to the public, including information on Los Angeles law enforcement

misconduct, through publication of www.knock-la.com. As such, Knock LA is within the class of]
persons beneficially interested in Respondent City of Los Angeles’s performance of its legal
duties. Cerise Castle is a reporter for Knock LA who submitted the requests for records at issue in
this Petition on behalf of Petitioner Knock LA.

13.  Respondent CITY OF LOS ANGELES is a local public agency, as defined by
Government Code § 6252(d), and is, therefore, subject to the CPRA. The Los Angeles Police
Department is also a department of the City. The address for the City is Los Angeles City Hall at
200 North Main Street, 19th floor, Los Angeles, California 90012.

FACTS SUPPORTING THIS ACTION
LAPD Attacks Protesters Outside Mayor’s Official Residence
14.  The following paragraphs 14-23 are stated on information and belief and based on

a lawsuit filed in U.S. District Court: Early on the morning of December 6, 2020, a group of
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LAPD officers lined up outside Mayor Garcetti’s official residence at 605 South Irving
Boulevard in Los Angeles and waited for protesters to arrive and begin their daily protest to try
to block the mayor’s appointment to the Biden cabinet. At about 9:15 a.m., dozens of protesters
gathered at the sidewalk and grass parkway outside of the mayor’s residence.

15. Some 30 minutes later, another group of LAPD officers in riot gear joined the
other officers, and all the officers marched toward the protesters and began hitting them with
batons and shoving them to the ground.

16. LAPD Officer Brittany Primo used her baton to strike protester Emily Allers as
Allers attempted to stand up after being pushed to the ground, hitting Allers on the back of her
head near her ear, knocking her unconscious.

17. LAPD Officer Daniel Orlick used his baton to strike protester Shannon Thomas in
the face as Thomas tried to help another protester who had been knocked to the ground, swinging
the baton with such force that it loosened several of Thomas’s teeth. Officer Orlick also used his
baton to strike Thomas on the knee and leg, causing painful bruising.

18.  One or more officers shoved 72-year-old protester Greg Akili from behind,
causing him to fall and injure his hand, an injury that took several months to heal.

19.  One or more hours after being hit in the head with baton strikes from the LAPD
officers, Allers and Thomas went to Cedars-Sinai Medical Center in Los Angeles for treatment
for their head injuries inflicted by LAPD officers striking them in the head with batons.

20.  On or about December 6, 2020, pursuant to California Penal Code § 11160(a)(2),
Cedars-Sinai Medical Center personnel reported to the LAPD that patients Allers and Thomas
were treated for head injuries and the patients said their injuries came from being hit in the head

by LAPD officers swinging their batons.
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21. On or about December 10, 2020, officers from the LAPD’s Internal Affairs
Division, which investigates possible misconduct by LAPD officers, came to Thomas’s house
and her mother’s house to ask questions about her injuries from the use of force by LAPD
officers on December 6, 2020.

22. LAPD prepared, owns, uses, or retains one or more video or audio recordings
depicting the December 6, 2020 incident or incidents described above.

23. Allers, Thomas, and Akili filed a civil rights lawsuit against the City of Los
Angeles arising from the incidents described above and described their injuries in that lawsuit
and their treatment at Cedars-Sinai Medical Center. A true and correct copy of their complaint,
Akili v. City of Los Angeles, Case No. 22ST-CV-00934, is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

Knock LA’s First Request for LAPD Recordings (#22-474)

24, On January 14, 2021, more than a month after the December 6, 2020 critical
incident, 2022, Knock LA reporter Castle submitted a written CPRA request to the LAPD seeking
copies of “all video and/or audio recordings for the critical incident on December 6, 2020 outside
of 605 S Irvine Blvd between 09:00 and 10:00.” Castle said she was seeking the records under
Government Code § 6254(1)(4)(C)(ii) requiring release of recordings of a “critical incident,”
where a peace officer used force that “resulted in ... great bodily injury.” The LAPD later
labeled this request #22-474.

25. A true and correct copy of Knock LA’s first request is attached hereto as Exhibit

The LAPD Denies Knock LA’s First Request
26.  On February 16, 2021, the LAPD denied Knock LA’s first request, stating that it

“has conducted a search for records ... and did not locate any records of a type that are
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disclosable under Penal Code § 832.7(b)(1),” citing the wrong statute. The LAPD also cited
Government Code § 6254(c), (k), and (f) and Penal Code § 832.7(a) as additional reasons for its
denial. The LAPD was completely silent on § 6254(f)(4), failing to cite a “specific basis™ for
withholding the records and failing to cite an active investigation of a critical incident, as
required by § 6254(f)(4)(A)(ii).

27. A true and correct copy of the LAPD’s denial is attached hereto as Exhibit B.

Knock LA’s Second Request (#22-4583)

28. On May 5, 2022, more than a year after the December 6, 2020 critical incident,
Knock LA reporter Castle renewed her request for copies of “all video and/or audio recordings
for the critical incident on December 6, 2020 outside of 605 S. Irving Street,” citing
§ 6254(f)(4)(C)(i1). The LAPD Ilater labeled this request #22-4583 — a new request.

29. A true and correct copy of Knock LA’s second request is attached hereto as
Exhibit C.

The LAPD Denies Knock LA’s Second Request

30.  OnJune 15, 2022, the LAPD denied Knock LA’s second request, stating again that
it “has conducted a search and did not locate any records relating to a use of force incident with
great bodily injury or death, pursuant to Penal Code § 832.7(b)(1),” once again citing the wrong
statue. The LAPD was completely silent on § 6254(f)(4), failing to cite a “specific basis™ for
withholding the records after one year and failing to cite an active investigation of a critical
incident, as required by § 6254(f)(4)(A)(ii).

31. A true and correct copy of the LAPD’s denial is attached hereto as Exhibit C.
111

111
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FAC’s Request for LAPD Recordings (#22-5229)

32. On May 24, 2022, FAC submitted a written CPRA request to the LAPD seeking
“all Los Angeles Police Department audio and video recordings of LAPD’s use of force in a
‘critical incident’ on the morning of December 6, 2020, at 605 South Irving Street, Los Angeles
pursuant to Government Code § 6254(f)(4) and (f)(4)(ii), including but not limited to LAPD
body cam footage, LAPD dash cam footage, 911 calls, and any video tapes in the possession of
the LAPD taken by non-LAPD personnel.” The LAPD later labeled this request #22-5229.

33. A true and correct copy of FAC’s request is attached hereto as Exhibit D.

The LAPD Denies FAC’s Request

34. On May 25, 2022, the LAPD denied FAC’s request, stating that the requested
records “are investigative records or properly part of an investigatory file” and therefore “exempt
from disclosure.” The LAPD cited § 6254(f), saying it permits secrecy for “records of
investigations conducted by, or investigatory files compiled by any local police agencies for law
enforcement purposes.” The LAPD did not tell FAC that it could not locate responsive records of}
a critical incident, as it told Knock LA. The LAPD was completely silent on § 6254(f)(4), failing
to cite a “specific basis” for withholding the records after one year and failing to cite an active
investigation of a critical incident, as required by § 6254(f)(4)(A)(ii).

35. A true and correct copy of the LAPD’s denial is attached hereto as Exhibit D.

FAC’s Objection to LAPD’s Denial

36. On May 26, 2022, FAC sent an objection to the LAPD’s denial, stating that the
LAPD had ignored FAC’s request for “LAPD body cam footage and LAPD dash cam footage™
of a “critical incident” on December 6, 2020, pursuant to Government Code § 6254(f)(4). FAC

also stated that § 62654(f)—the investigatory exemption cited by the LAPD in its May 25, 2022,
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denial—did not apply to any portion of FAC’s request because the request was made pursuant to
section 6254(f)(4).

37. A true and correct copy of FAC’s objection is attached hereto as Exhibit E.

The LAPD Rejects FAC’s Objection and Reaffirms Its Denial

38. On May 27, 2022, the LAPD rejected FAC’s objection and reaffirmed its denial
of FAC’s request for audio and video recordings of a “critical incident” on December 6, 2020
under § 6254(f)(4). Reversing course yet again, the LAPD now stated that it “has conducted a
search and did not locate any records of an incident during the requested time frame at the
requested location that would be considered a “critical incident’ as that term is defined in
subdivision (f)(4)(C)” and stated that the requested records “remain exempt [from public
disclosure] pursuant to Government Section 6254(f).”

39. The LAPD did not deny that it has LAPD body camera and audio camera footage
from the December 6, 2020 police action outside the mayor’s official residence. The LAPD did
not state that it is conducting an active criminal or administrative investigation of the December
6, 2020, incident, nor did the LAPD provide a “specific basis” for withholding the recordings, as
required by Government Code § 6254(1)(4)(A)(ii).

40. A true and correct copy of the LAPD’s reaffirmation of its denial is attached
hereto as Exhibit E.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE
41.  This Court has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to the Code of Civil

Procedure §§ 1085 and 1060 and Government Code §§ 6258 and 6259.

VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE
9




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

42. Venue is proper in this Court, as the City of Los Angeles is within the County of

Los Angeles, and the records, acts, and events giving rise to the claims occurred in the County of

Los Angeles.
THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC RECORDS ACT
43.  Government Code § 6252(a) defines cities and counties as “local agencies.”
44, Government Code § 6253(a) provides that public records are open to inspection

and that every person has a right to inspect any public record.

45. Government Code § 6252(e) defines “public records™ subject to public disclosure
to include “any writing containing information relating to the conduct of the public’s business
prepared, owned, used, or retained by any state or local City regardless of physical form or
characteristics.”

46. Government Code § 6253(b) orders state and local agencies to provide a copy of
reasonably requested records.

47. Government Code § 6253(d) prohibits the obstruction of access to public records.

48. Government Code § 6254(f) states that the following are exempt from disclosure:

Records of complaints to, or investigations conducted by, or
records of intelligence information or security procedures of, the
office of the Attorney General and the Department of Justice, the
Office of Emergency Services and any state or local police agency,
or any investigatory or security files compiled by any other state or
local police agency, or any investigatory or security files compiled
by any other state or local agency for correctional, law
enforcement, or licensing purposes.
49. But Government Code § 6254(1)(4) carves out an exception to § 6254(f)’s secrecy

provision and requires disclosure of tape recordings of police officers engaging in a “critical

incident.”
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50. Government Code § 6252(1)(4)(C)(ii) provides that “a video or audio recording
relates to a critical incident if it depicts,” in relevant part, an incident “in which the use of force
by a peace officer or custodial officer against a person resulted in death or in great bodily
injury.”

51.  “Great bodily injury” is defined in California law as “a significant or substantial
physical injury.” See, e.g., Penal Code § 12022.7(f). The term “great bodily injury” has been
broadly interpreted by the courts. See People v. Washington, 210 Cal. App. 4th 1042-48 (2012)
(defining “great bodily injury” as including “some physical pain or damage, such as lacerations,
bruises, or abrasions™); People v. Jung, 71 Cal. App. 4th 1036, 1042 (same); People v. Bustos, 23
Cal. App. 4th 1747, 1755 (1994) (same for multiple abrasions, lacerations, and contusions);
People v. Corona, 213 Cal. App. 4th 589 (1989) (same for swollen jaw, bruises to head, and sore
ribs); People v. Jaramillo, 98 Cal. App. 3d 830, 836-37 (1979) (same for multiple contusions,
swelling and discoloration of the body, and extensive bruises).

52. Government Code § 6254(f)(4)(A) mandates that an agency must release “a video
or audio recording that relates to a critical incident™ if one year has passed since the incident
unless the agency “demonstrates by clear and convincing evidence that disclosure would
substantially interfere” with an “active criminal or administrative investigation.” Gov’t Code §
6254(H)(4)(A)(1)-(i1).

53.  “If an agency delays disclosure” on the ground that disclosure would substantially
interfere with an active investigation more than one year after the incident, “the agency shall
promptly provide in writing to the requester the specific basis for the agency’s determination that
the interest in preventing interference with an active investigation outweighs the public interest

in disclosure and provide the estimated date for the disclosure.” Gov’t Code § 6254(f)(4)(A)(ii).
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54. Section 6254(f)(4) also requires the agency to send monthly reports to the
requester justifying why secrecy is still needed. “The agency shall reassess withholding and
notify the requester every 30 days.” Gov’t Code § 6254(f)(4)(A)(ii).

55. Government Code § 6254(f)(4)(A)(ii) does not permit permanent secrecy for
critical incident records related to a criminal investigation,, as 6254(f) does. Instead, the law
requires that any recording of a “critical incident” withheld by the agency shall be disclosed
promptly when the specific basis for withholding is resolved.” Gov’t Code § 6254(f)(4)(A)(ii)
(emphasis added). In other words, disclosure is required at the latest when the investigation is no
longer active.

ARTICLE I, SECTION 3(b) OF THE CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTION

56. In 2004, 83 percent of California voters passed Proposition 59 to amend the
California Constitution to elevate the public’s right of access to state and local government
records to a constitutional right.

57. This new constitutional right, Article I, section 3(b)(1) of the Constitution,
provides that, “[t]he people have the right of access to information concerning the conduct of the
people’s business, and, therefore . . . the writings of public officials and agencies shall be open to
public scrutiny.” Cal. Const., art. I, § 3(b)(1).

58. Atrticle I, section 3(b)(2) instructs courts to “broadly construe[]” any “statute . . . if
it furthers the people’s right of access™ and to “narrowly construe[]” any statute “if it limits the
right of access.” Cal. Const., art. I, § 3(b)(2).

59. Article 1, Section 3(b)(2) of the California Constitution requires the City—and
this Court—to “construe” Government Code § 6254(f)(4)(A)(ii)’s open access to recordings of

police infliction of “great bodily injury” “broadly” and to construe section 6254(f) “narrowly.”
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CAUSE OF ACTION
FOR VIOLATIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC RECORDS ACT
AND ARTICLE I, SECTION 3(b) OF THE CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTION
(GOV. CODE §§ 6258, 6259; CODE CIV. PROC. §§ 1060, 1085)

60.  Petitioners hereby reallege and incorporate herein by this reference Paragraphs 1
through 59 of this Petition as though set forth herein in full.

61.  The City has not disclosed the records requested by Petitioners.

62.  The records requested by Petitioners relate to the conduct of the public’s business
and were prepared, owned, used, or retained by the City. Therefore, the records are public
records.

63.  The records requested by Petitioners are subject to disclosure under the CPRA as
video or audio recordings that relate to one or more critical incidents, because they depict one or
more incidents in which the use of force by one or more LAPD police officers resulted in great
bodily injury.

64. The City was made aware that LAPD officers hit at least two protesters in the
head with batons because Cedars-Sinai Medical Center made a report to the LAPD that two
women patients complained that they had been hit on the head with batons by LAPD officers
outside the mayor’s residence on the morning of December 6, 2020, and because the LAPD
attempted to interview one of the women about the LAPD police actions and her injuries.

65. The City has not demonstrated by clear and convincing evidence that disclosure
of the records requested by Petitioners would substantially interfere with an active criminal
investigation more than one year after the critical incident.

66. The City has not provided Petitioners with any written basis for any determination|

that the interest in preventing substantial interference with an active criminal investigation

outweighs the public interest in disclosure of the records requested by Petitioners.
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67. The City has not provided reports to Petitioners every 30 days to justify continued
secrecy for the records requested by Petitioners. The City has not provided Petitioners with an
estimated date for disclosure of the records requested by Petitioners.

68. The City’s ongoing refusal to provide the records requested by Petitioners,
recordings nearly 18 months after the critical incident, violates the CPRA and Article 1, Section
3(b) of the California Constitution, and stifles Petitioners’ ability to uncover the truth and inform
the public about police use of force on protesters outside the mayor’s residence.

69. Government Code § 6258 provides: “Any person may institute proceedings for
injunctive or declarative relief or writ of mandate in any court of competent jurisdiction to
enforce his or her right to inspect or to receive a copy of any public record or class of public
records under this chapter.”

70. Code of Civil Procedure § 1060 provides: “Any person interested ... may, in
cases of actual controversy relating to the legal rights and duties of the respective parties, bring
an original action ... in the superior court for a declaration of his or her rights and duties in the
premises ... either alone or with other relief].]”

71.  Petitioners have exhausted any available administrative remedies. In three
separate CPRA requests, Petitioners have requested copies of LAPD audio and video recordings
of the December 6, 2020 critical incident from the City, and the City has refused to provide
access to those records. The only plain, speedy, and adequate remedy left is the relief provided
by Government Code § 6258 and Cal. Civ. Code § 56.10.

72.  An actual controversy exists between the parties regarding the legal requirement

for the City to disclose the records requested by Petitioners under the CPRA.
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73. The City has a ministerial duty to perform according to the laws of the State of
California, including the CPRA.

74. The City has a present legal duty and ability to perform its ministerial duties, as
required by the CPRA.

75. Petitioners have an interest in having the laws executed and public duties enforced|
and, therefore, has a beneficial interest in the outcome of the proceedings.

76. Petitioners have a clear, present, and legal right to the City’s performance of its
ministerial duties, as required by the CPRA.

77. Through this action, Petitioners seek no greater relief than would be afforded to
any other member of the public.

78. Therefore, this Court should order the disclosure of the records requested by
Petitioners.

WHEREFORE, PETITIONERS PRAY AS FOLLOWS:

1. This Court issue a preemptory writ of mandate, without a hearing or further
notice, immediately directing the City to disclose the records requested by FAC and Knock LA
or, in the alternative, an order to show cause why these public records should not be disclosed.

2. This Court issue a declaratory judgment that the records requested by FAC and
Knock LA are disclosable public records under the California Public Records Act and Article I,
Section 3(b) of the California Constitution.

3. This Court set this case for trial within the next 90 days based on the CPRA’s
requirement that “the judge of the court shall ... set ... [t]he times for responsive pleadings and
for hearings in these proceedings ... with the object of securing a decision as to these matters at

the earliest possible time.” Gov’t Code § 6258 (emphasis added).
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4,

This Court enter an order allowing FAC and Knock LA to recover their attorney’s

fees and costs incurred in this action pursuant to Government Code § 6259 and/or Code of Civil

Procedure § 1021.5; and,

5. This Court award such further relief as is just and proper.
DATED: June 29, 2022 UC IRVINE SCHOOL OF LAW
PRESS FREEDOM PROJECT
By:

Susan E. Seager

Attorney for Petitioners

FIRST AMENDMENT COALITION and
KNOCK LA
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VERIFICATION
(C.C.P. §§ 446 and 2015.5)

I, David Loy, declare as follows:

1. I am legal director for Petitioner First Amendment Coalition in the above-named
action.

2. I have read the foregoing VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE
AND DECLARATORY RELIEF FOR VIOLATIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC
RECORDS ACT WITH EXHIBITS A-E and know the contents of paragraphs 32-40 and
Exhibits D-E and certify that the same are true of my own knowledge, except as to the matters
which are stated on information and belief, and as to those matters, I believe them to be true.

This Verification was executed on June 29, 2022 at San Diego, California.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of California that the foregoing is true

and correct.

David Loy

VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE
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EXHIBIT INDEX

Exhibit Description Date Page Number

A Akili v. City of Los Angeles Complaint | Filed on 9/9/2021 20

B Knock LA’s First CPRA Request to | Sent on 1/14/2021 37
LAPD and LAPD’s Denial and 2/16/2021

C Knock LA’s Second CPRA Request | Sent on 5/5/2022 45
to LAPD and LAPD’s Denial and 6/15/2022

D FAC’s CPRA Request to LAPD and | Sent on 5/24/2022 57
LAPD’s Denial and 5/25/2022

E FAC’s Objection to LAPD’s Denial | Sent on 5/26/2022 64
and LAPD’s Rejection and 5/27/2022

19



EXHIBIT A

20




































































































































EXHIBIT E

64















	Exhibit A
	Exhibit B
	Exhibit C
	Exhibit D
	Exhibit E



