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Attorneys for Petitioner/Plaintiff 
Los Angeles Police Protective League 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

LOS ANGELES POLICE PROTECTIVE 
LEAGUE; 

Plaintiff/Petitioner, 
v. 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES; MICHEL MOORE, 
CHIEF OF POLICE OF THE CITY OF LOS 
ANGELES, and Does 1 through 25, inclusive 

Defendants/Respondents. 

CASE NO. 

VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF 
TRADITIONAL MANDATE; 
COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY 
AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

INTRODUCTION 

The City of Los Angeles perpetrated one of the worst security breaches in recent 

memory, releasing service photographs of undercover officers pursuant to a California Public 

Records Act request; all without notifying any of the affected officers or even informing their 

union, the Los Angeles Police Protective League, of the pending request. This lawsuit seeks to 

compel the City to take all necessary actions, including legal action, to prevent further harm 

and to protect the safety of those undercover officers who now face potentially grave risks as a 
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direct result of the City’s actions. 

PARTIES 

1. At all times mentioned herein, Petitioner/Plaintiff Los Angeles Police Protective

League (also referred herein as “LAPPL”) was and is a recognized employee organization 

within the meaning of Government Code section 3501(b) for all employees in the 

classifications of Police Officer, Police Detective, Police Sergeant and Police Lieutenant 

employed by the Los Angeles Police Department (“LAPD” or “Department”) within 

Respondent/Defendant City of Los Angeles (“City”) with regard to all matters concerning 

wages, hours and working conditions. LAPPL brings this action on behalf of its represented 

employees affected by the City’s conduct described herein. 

2. The City at all times mentioned herein was a municipal corporation operating

under the laws of the State of California and a “public agency” within the meaning of 

Government Code section 7920.525, and a “local agency” within the meaning of Government 

Code section 7920.510 of the California Public Records Act (“CPRA”). 

3. Respondent/Defendant Michel Moore at all times mentioned herein was the

Chief of Police of LAPD and was charged with the general supervision, administration and 

management of LAPD.  

4. Petitioner/Plaintiff LAPPL is ignorant of the true names and capacities of

Respondents/Defendants sued herein as Does 1 through 25, inclusive and therefore sues these 

Respondents/Defendant by such fictitious names. LAPPL will amend this Petition/Complaint to 

allege the true names and capacities of Does 1 through 25, inclusive when ascertained. 

FACTS 

5. On or about October 21, 2021, an individual named Ben Camacho filed a CPRA

request with LAPD seeking production of a roster of all LAPD sworn officers together with 

Department headshots of those officers.   

6. On or about January 25, 2022, the LAPD notified Camacho in writing that the

LAPD was providing Camacho the requested roster for the sworn personnel but was denying 

his request for the Department headshot photographs of such personnel based, inter alia, upon 
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Government Code section 6255 which exempts the disclosure of records where the public 

interest by not disclosing the record clearly outweighs the public interest served by disclosure. 

7. On May 27, 2022, Camacho filed a Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint

for Injunctive and Declaratory Relief against the City for declining to produce the Department 

headshot photographs, Ben Camacho v. City of Los Angeles, Case No. 22 STCP020

(“Camacho Lawsuit”). 

8. On or about September 16, 2022, the Los Angeles City Attorney’s Office

produced to Camacho’s attorneys a flash drive containing pictures of all full-time, active duty, 

sworn police officers as of July 3, 2022. Significantly, the accompanying letter from the City’s 

Attorney’s Office noted “As discussed and agreed upon by all counsel, images of officers 

working in an undercover capacity as of the time the pictures were downloaded (end of July 

2022) are not included.”  (Emphasis added.)  A true and correct copy of the City Attorney’s 

Office’s September 16, 2022 letter is attached hereto as Exhibit A as is incorporated herein as 

though fully set forth.  

9. On March 16, 2023, LAPPL first discovered from a Los Angeles Times

reporter that all LAPD officers’ photographs, names and serial numbers had been publicly 

released by the LAPD in response to a CPRA request and that all such information was to be 

posted on a publicly accessible website the next morning.  Thereafter, LAPPL discovered that 

photographs of its represented employees, including peace officers working in undercover or 

sensitive law enforcement assignments (“undercover officers”), had been produced by the City 

Attorney’s Office in response to Camacho’s CPRA request.  

10. On March 17, 2023, the Stop LAPD Spying Coalition (represented by one of the

attorneys representing Camacho in the Camacho Lawsuit) launched a website entitled, “Watch 

the Watchers.” That website contains a database that permits an individual to search for any 

LAPD officer, including all undercover LAPD officers, by either the officer’s name or serial 

number. The website then produces a picture of the officer in question, including the 

undercover officers.  LAPPL is informed and believes that the database used in the “Watch the 

29
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Watchers” website was created by Camacho using the information and photographs received in 

response to his CPRA request and lawsuit.  

11. On March 18, 2023, Respondent/Defendant Chief Moore, in an email to all

LAPD personnel, apologized to members of the LAPD impacted by the release of officers’ 

photographs, stating “once the decision was made to release the information … appropriate 

safeguards were not put in place to ensure those assigned to sensitive investigations were not 

included,” nor were “steps [] taken to alert our membership of the required release.” Chief 

Moore also advised LAPD personnel in that communication of his directive for an immediate 

investigation into the circumstances of the release of the information. A true and correct copy 

of Chief Moore’s March 18, 2023 email is attached hereto as Exhibit B and incorporated 

herein as though fully set forth. 

12. On March 21, 2023, during a regular meeting of the Los Angeles Police

Commission, Chief Moore again apologized for the disclosure of the officers’ photographs and 

expressed his concern for the safety of the undercover officers’ whose photos had been 

released.  

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

Traditional Mandamus 

Against All Respondents 

(CCP § 1085) 

13. LAPPL realleges paragraphs 1-12 hereinabove as though fully set forth herein.

14. At all times mentioned herein, the CPRA contained a number of exemptions

permitting public agencies to refuse to disclose public records. In addition to specific 

exemptions, the CPRA provides a “catchall” provision under Government Code section 

6255(a) (renumbered as Section 7922.000 effective January 1, 2023) which requires an agency 

to withhold records where the public interest in nondisclosure outweighs the public interest in 

disclosure. 

15. In Commission on Peace Officer Standards & Training (2007) 42 Cal.4th 278,

the California Supreme Court held that a public agency’s withholding of information 
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identifying officers under Government Code section 6255(a) would be justified in those 

circumstances where the duties of the officer demand anonymity: 

We readily acknowledge that throughout the state there are some 
officers working in agencies who, because of their particular 
responsibilities, require anonymity in order to perform their 
duties effectively or to protect their own safety. (See People v. 
Kunkin (1973) 9 Cal.3d 245, 256, fn. 14 [107 Cal. Rptr. 184, 507 
P.2d 1392] [recognizing that disclosure of a roster of undercover 
narcotics agents could subject the officers and their families to 
the possibility of danger].) If the duties of a particular officer, 
such as one who is operating undercover, demand anonymity, 
the need to protect the officer's safety and effectiveness 
certainly would justify the Commission in withholding 
information identifying him or her under Government Code 
section 6255, subdivision (a), which permits records to be 
withheld if “on the facts of the particular case the public interest 
served by not disclosing the record clearly outweighs the public 
interest served by disclosure of the record.” The public has a 
strong interest in maintaining the safety and efficacy of its 
law enforcement agencies.  

(Emphasis added.) 

16. In Ibarra v. Superior Court (2013) 217 Cal.App.4th 695, the Court of Appeal

found that it was an abuse of discretion for the trial court to compel the Los Angeles County 

Sheriff’s Department to produce, without the imposition of limitations, the official service 

photographs of certain peace officer guards working in the Men’s Central Jail under 

circumstances which would pose an unreasonable risk of harm to those guards.  

17. Consistent with established precedential case law, the California Supreme Court

in Ardon v. City of Los Angeles (2016) 62 Cal.4th 1176, approved of the City’s filing of a 

motion for an order compelling the return of privileged documents inadvertently produced by 

the City in response to a CPRA request:  

Plaintiff argues, and the Court of Appeal stressed, that his 
attorney acted properly in requesting documents under the Public 
Records Act. This may be so, but it is irrelevant. The question is 
not whether counsel should have used the Public Records Act in 
this way; the question is what she should have done after 
receiving what appeared to be privileged documents.  
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(Id. at 1189.) 

18. Camacho’s attorneys here were clearly advised that “[a]s discussed and agreed

upon by all counsel, images of officers working in an undercover capacity as of the time the 

pictures were downloaded (end of July 2022) are not included.” (See Exhibit A.)  

19. On or about March 21, 2023, LAPPL demanded that the City take necessary

legal action to prevent further public disclosure of the undercover officers’ photographs. The 

City refused to take any legal action to prevent further public disclosure of the undercover 

officers’ photographs. 

20. Respondents have a clear, present, and ministerial duty to undertake any and all

necessary legal action to prevent further public disclosure of the undercover officers’ 

photographs.   Respondents have failed and refused to perform its ministerial duty to undertake 

such action. 

21. In the alternative, the Respondents have abused their discretion in refusing

LAPPL’s demand for to undertake any and all necessary legal and/or equitable action to 

prevent further public disclosure of the undercover officers’ photographs.   

22. On behalf of its represented undercover officers, LAPPL has a beneficial interest

in the issuance of a Writ of Mandate commanding Respondents to undertake any and all 

necessary legal and/or equitable action to prevent further public disclosure of the undercover 

photographs.   

23. LAPPL has no plain, speedy or adequate remedy in the ordinary course of law,

other than the relief sought herein. 

24. There are no applicable and/or effective administrative remedies to compel the

relief sought herein against Respondents. 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

Declaratory Relief  

Against All Defendants 

(CCP § 1060) 

25. LAPPL realleges paragraphs 1-24 as hereinabove as though fully set forth

herein. 

26. An actual and justiciable controversy has arisen and now exists between LAPPL

and Defendants as to whether Defendants must undertake any and all necessary legal and/or 

equitable action to prevent further public disclosure of the undercover officers’ photographs. 

27. Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 1060, LAPPL seeks a declaration

that, as the result of Defendants’ unlawful production of the undercover officers’ photographs, 

Defendants must undertake any and all necessary legal and/or equitable action to prevent 

further public disclosure of such photographs, including but not limited to securing the 

unlawfully disclosed photographs from the CPRA recipient, and ensuring such photographs are 

never publicly disclosed in the future. 

28. Such judicial determination is necessary and appropriate in order that the parties

may ascertain their respective legal rights and duties. 

29. Unless and until Defendants are required to undertake any and all necessary

legal and/or equitable action to prevent further public disclosure of the undercover officers’ 

photographs, the physical safety of those undercover officers will continue be in peril due to 

their loss of anonymity.   

30. LAPPL’s represented undercover officers will suffer irreparable injury unless

injunctive relief is issued by this Court in that the personal safety and professional effectiveness 

of those individuals will be jeopardized. 

WHEREFORE, LAPPL requests the following relief against Respondents/Defendants 

and each of them as follows:  

1. That this Court issue a Writ of Mandate commanding Respondents to undertake any

and all necessary legal and/or equitable action to prevent further public disclosure of
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any LAPD undercover officers service photographs, including but not limited to 

securing the unlawfully disclosed photographs from the CPRA recipient, and 

ensuring such photographs are never publicly disclosed in the future; 

2. That this Court issue a declaratory adjudication that, as a result of Defendants’

unlawful public disclosure of undercover officer photographs, Defendants must

undertake any and all necessary legal and/or equitable action to prevent further

disclosure of such photographs, including but not limited to securing the unlawfully

disclosed photographs from the CPRA recipient, and ensuring such photographs are

never publicly disclosed in the future;

3. That this Court issue an order to show cause against Defendants why a preliminary

injunction should not issue to require Defendants to undertake any and all necessary

legal and/or equitable action to prevent further disclosure of undercover officer

photographs, including but not limited to securing the unlawfully disclosed

photographs from the CPRA recipient, and ensuring such photographs are never

publicly disclosed in the future;

4. That pending a hearing on the order to show cause, and until this Court otherwise

directs, the Court issue a temporary restraining order requiring Defendants

undertake any and all necessary legal and/or equitable action to prevent further

disclosure of undercover officer photographs, including but not limited to securing

the unlawfully disclosed photographs from the CPRA recipient, and ensuring such

photographs are never publicly disclosed in the future;

5. That following a trial on the merits, the Court issue a Permanent Injunction

requiring Defendants undertake any and all necessary legal and/or equitable action

to prevent further disclosure of undercover officer photographs, including but not

limited to securing the unlawfully disclosed photographs from the CPRA recipient,

and ensuring such photographs are never publicly disclosed in the future;

6. For attorneys fees against the Respondent City pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure

section 1021.5, or as otherwise allowed by law;
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7. For costs of suit herein incurred; and

8. For such other and further relief as the Court deems necessary and proper.

RAINS LUCIA STERN 
ST. PHALLE & SILVER, PC 

Dated: March 28, 2023     
By: _______________________  
RICHARD A. LEVINE, Esq. 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Los Angeles Police 
Protective League        
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