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BURBANK LEADER, No.
Petitioner, PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE
UNDER THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC
V. RECORDS ACT (Govt. Code section 6259)
CITY OF BURBANK,
Date:
Respondent. : - Time:
Place:
I INTRODUCTION
1. This Petition is brought under the California Public Records Act, Government

Code section 6259, to compel the release of public records essential to enable membgsxof”fh'é
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public money is spent. The records in guestion concern bonuses paid by the Ghty B Btiﬁb nll_t_’t
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its employees. Burbank has a hlghly unusual and generous bonus payout scheme qndei? wd'fn;
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874 out of 1,500 city employees are eligible to receive a bonus, and of those eligible 445 ‘:morc
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than 50 percent, received such a bonus last year. But Burbank has defied Supreme Coynx“gg
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precedent’ and an g)mey General opim'on2 and refused to gclose the names of those receiving
such generous payouts. This Petition should bc_: granted, to enable to public to see how Burbank
1s spending public money. '

I FACTS AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

2. Petitioner Burbank Leader (hefeaﬁer “petitioner” or “the Leader™) is a newspaper
of general circulation published in the city of Burbank, Los Angeles County. The Leader is part
of the Los Angeles Times’ Times Community News division.

3. | Respondent city of Burbank 1s located in Los Angeles County and is a “local
agency” as defined in Government Code section 6252 which is therefore subjéct to the California
Public Records Act. |

4, On December 1, 2010, Gretchen Meier, a repoft_cr for the Leader, made a written
Public Records Act (“PRA™) request to respondent, following up on a voicemail, which informed
respondent that the city of Glendale had just posted all bonuses received by city employees on its
website, and which stated, “I wanted to request similar information for Burbank.” A copy of Ms.
Meier’s Public Records Act request is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

5. On December 9, 2010, respondent city of Burbank responded to the PRA request
by objecting to .providing information about which employees received bonuses — or as the city
described the bonuses, “merit pay for performance” — and in what amount. A copy of
respondent’s December 9, 2010 letter, written by Chief Assistant City Attorney Juli Scott, is
attached hereto as Exhibit B.

6. Petitioner attempted to persuade respondent to reconsider its position. On
December 15, 2010, petitioner and respondent engaged in a conference call in which petitioner’s
legal representatives informed respondent of the above Supreme Court decision and Attorney

General opinion, and petitioner informed respondent that it would take legal action if respondent

! International Federation of Professional and Technical Engineers Local 21 v. Superior
Court (2007) 42 Cal. 4™ 319 [hereafter “IFPTE™).

2 68 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 73, 1985 Cal. AG LEXIS 40 (1985).

Case No. -- PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE UNDER THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC 2
RECORDS ACT (Government Code section 6259)
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did not reconsider its poéition. Petitioner followed up the December 15, 2010 telephone
conversation by sending a written Public Records Act request dated December 16, 2010 to Ms.
Scott. The December 16 PRA request, which was e—maﬂcd and hand-delivered on that day,
requested the total compensation information (base, overtime, loans, and merit/bonus pay, etc.)
for all city employees given bonuses/merit pay for 2007-08, 2008-09, 2009-2010, and the current
fiscal year, 2010-11. A copy of this request is attached hereto as Exhibit C.

7. On January 7, 2011, respondent reiterated its previous refusal to disclose the
specific amount of “merit pay” awarded individual employees. A copy of respondent’s January
7, 2011 letter is attached hereto as Exhibit D. Petitioner once again requested that respondent
city of Burbank reconsider its refusal to disclose the names and amounts of “merit pay” recipients
in a January 18, 2011 e-mail from pctitioner-;s counsel to respondent’s counsel attached as
Exhibit E hereto. Respondent has not reconsidered its position and still refuses to disclose the
names and amounts of “merit pay” recipients.

8. Respondent City’s position that it need not disclose bonuses/”merit pay” is
directly contrary to the Supreme Court’s IFPTE decision and the Attorney General’s 1985
Opinion, 638 Ops.'Cai. Atty. Gen. 73. It is also contrary to the practice of the vast majority of
local agencies, including but not limited to the neighboring city of Glendale, which do disclose
bonus payments to named public ernpfoyees, and the amount thereof.

9. Petitioner has no plain, speedy and adequate remedy at law to compel the release
of the records sought herein other than this Petition. Timely production of records is an
important mandate of the Public Records Act and is an essential feature of the news-gathering
process. Indeed, Government Code section 6258 provides that hearing§ in PRA matters “shall be
set by the judge of the court with the object of securing é,deci'sion as to these matters at the
I earliest possible time.”

WHEREFORE, Petitioner Burbank Leader prays as foliows:

1. That the records sought in the December 1 and December 16, 2010 Public Records Act A
requests, Exhibits A and C hereto, be ordered released to petitioner as soon as possible, and that

respondent be ordered to provide the names and specific amounts of those receiving “merit pay”

Case No. ~ PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE UNDER THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC 3
RECORDS ACT (Government Code section 6259)




11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
2
23
24
25
26
27
28

or bonuses, with a breakdown of the specific bonuses or “merit pay” for each named employee;

2. Alternatively, that the court examine the records being withheld in camera
pursuant to Government Code section 6259, and afier in camera review direct that the records be
released;

3. Alternatively, that the Court order respondent city of Burbank to show cause on or
before the hearing in this matter why all records sought in Exhii)its A and C hereto, including a
breakdown of bonuses and “merit pay” by individual recipient, should not be released, and
thereafter order such records’ disclosure;

4. For court costs and reasonable attorneys’ fees to petitioner Burbank Leader
pursuant to, inter alia, Government Code section 6259(&) and/or Code of Civil Procedure section
1021.5; and

5. . For such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and proper.

Dated: January 27, 2011 RAM & OLLSON LLP

By: 2_—§D— ﬁ\ﬁ"‘\

Karl Olson

BURBANK LEADER TIMES
COMMUNITY NEWS

By, Keddong C. R0~ ko

Karlene Goller

“ Attorneys for Petitioners

N:\Docs\630-19\Petition for Writ. DOC

Case No. -- PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE UNDER THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC 4
RECORDS ACT (Government Code section 6259)
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I, Dan Evans, am the editor of the Burbank Leader, petitioner in this action. I have read

L3

the foregoing pleading and the foregoing is true and correct, except as to matters stated on
4 i information and belief and as to them | am informed and believe the matters stated therein are
5 || true and on that ground allege that the matters stated therein are true.

6 I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

7 Executed in Burbank, California on January Lis, 2011,

9 s 9’}“&’\{ |

Dan Evans
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From: Meier, Gretchen

Sent; Wednesday, December 01, 2010 12:30 PM
To: 'Sterling, Keith' ‘

Cc: 'Barlow, Dennis’; 'iscolt@ci.burbank.ca.us'
Subject: Merit Pay

Hi Keith-
Per my voicemail, Glendale city just posted all bonuses received by city employees over the past ten years

{http://www ciglendale.ca.us/pdf/MeritPavPolicy1899- 2010.pdf) on their website
<hitp://www ci.glendale.ca.us/> and | wanted to request similar information for Burbank.

} would also like to make a public records request for the external audit reports for the city done by Mavyer
Hoffman McCann FY 05/06 to the present.

Thank you!

Gretchen Meaier

City Reporter

Burbark Lesder <http://www. burbanldeader.com/> [ Glandale News-Press
<http://www.glendalenewspress.com/>

‘Los Angeles Times, Times Community News Division
gretchen.meier@latirmes.com <mathtoeretchen.meier@latimes.com>

(o} 818.627.3242

{c] 213.235.7380

/1172011
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December 9, 2010

Writers Direct Diat
(818)238-5707

VIA EMAIL
GRETCHEN.MEIER@LATIMES.COM

Ms. Greichen Meier

Los Angeles Times, Community News Division
Burbank, CA 81506

Re: Records Request for Merit Pay Amounts

Dear Ms. Meijer:

You have made a request via email under the California Public Records Act for
documents relating to the payment of bonuses o Burbank City employees. Specifically,
you stated that the City of Glendale posted bonuses received by city employées over
the past ten years on their website, and you were making a similar request for
information from Burbank.

The City of Burbank does not provide bonuses. Rather, there is an established merit
pay for performance process that was created, approved and funded by the Burbank
City Council a number of years ago. You have been provided with the collective
bargaining agreements in which the merit pay plan is provided for as part of the
compensation package for employees in those bargaining groups, as well as City
Council Resolutions, and the applicable Administrative Procedure. You have alsc been
provided with information which indicates the aggregate amount of merit pay pools and
the aggregate amount of merit pay actually awarded for 2009 — 2010.

We would object to providing information pertaining to which employees received the
“merit pay for performance and in what amount on the grounds that California
Government Code § 6254(c) provides that personnel records, the disclosure of which
would constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy, are exempt from
disclosure. The gross compensation of all City employees who have eamned in excess’
of $100,000 is posted on the City's official website. Given that the merit pay awards are
directly refated to an employee's performance, we believe that disclosing the actual
individual amounts would violate the privacy rights of individuals relating to their
performance or lack thereof.

Sincerely,

Juli C. Scott
Chief Assistant City Attorney
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----- Original Message -----

From: Evans, Dan

To: jscott@ci.burbank.ca.us <jscott@ci.burbank.ca.uss>

Co: dbarlow@ei.burbank.ca.us <dbarlow@ci.bﬁrbank.ca.us>; Meier, Gretchen; Goller, Kariene;
kolson@Gramolson. com <kelson@ramolson.com>

Sent: Thu Dec 1l¢ 12:46:43 2010

Subject: PRA raquest

Hi Juli,

Below is a copy of the letter I aropped off at your office this morning.
Lisa said she would make sure you received it. Piease let me know if you have any
guestions.

Dan

Dan Evans

Editorial Director: Brand X

Editor: Glendale News-Press * Burbank Leader * La Cafiada Valley Sun
{(213) 237-7858 * (818) 637-3234 * (562} 331-5516

VIa EMAIL AND PERSONAL DELIVERY
Dec. 16, 2010

Juli C. Secott
Chief Asst¥. City Attorney
City of Burbank

RE: Public Records Act Request

Dear Ms. Scott:

mﬁﬁ}gdéﬁfméb"ﬁfIfiéﬂts"ﬁﬁééf'Ehé.éaiifornia Public Records Act {Government
Code - Section 6250 et seqg.), I ask to obtain a copy of the following, which I
understand to be held by your agency:

- Total compensation information (base, OT, loans, merit/bonus, etc.) for
Burbank all city employees given bonuses/merit pay, broken down by
individual/title/name for the current fiscal year (2010-13)

- The same information for 2009-10

- The same information for 2008-0%

v+ The same information for 2007-08

f} And, for each of the above years, -the total number of employees working

for the city and the total number of those eligible for merit-based bonuses.

1 ask for a determination on this reguest within 10 days of your receipt of

it, and an even prompter reply i1f you can make that determination without

N

—

1



having o review the recorc“ in question. .

If you determine that any or all or the information gualifies for an
exemption from disclesure, I ask you tc note whether, as is normally the
case under the Act, the exemption is discretionary, and if so whether it is
necessary in this case to exercise your discration to withheld the
information.

In any event, please provide a signed notification citing the legal
authorities on which you rely if vou determine that any or all of the
information is exempt and will not be disclosed.

If T can provide any clarification that will help expedite your attention to
my reguest, please contact me at 818-637-3234.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Dan Evans
mditor, Burbank Leader
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CITY OF BURBANK DENNIS A, BARIOW
OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY City Attomey
275 East Olive Avenue » P.O. Box 4459 » Burbank, California ?1510-6459

Julk CHRISTINE SCOTT
BI18.2385700 « 818.23B.5724 FAX Chiel Assistant Clty Attorney

January 7, 2011

Writers Direct Dial
(818)238.5707

Mr. Dan Evans

Burbank Leader

221 N. Brand Bivd., Ste 200
Glendale, CA 91203-2609

Re: Public Records Act Request for Compensation and Merit Pay Amounts

Dear Mr. Evans:

The following is the City of Burbank's response to the letter that was delivered to the
Burbank City Attorney's office on December 16, 2010, in which you requested certain
information relating to the compensation of Burbank City employees.

Specifically, you have requested the fotiowing:'
“Total compensation information (base, OT, loans, merit/bonus, etc.) for Burbank all city

employees [sic] given bonuses/merit pay, broken down by individualftitle/name for the
current fiscal year (2010-2011)

-The same'information for 2009-10
-The same information for 2008-09
-The same information for 2007-08

-And, for each of the above years, the total number of employees working for the city
and the total number of those eligible for merit-based bonuses.”

The information you seek is or may be contained in a variety of documents and/or
databases. The City has already provided you with, will provide with or has directed
you to the City's public website for the following information regarding City employee
compensation is posted:
1. Alisting of the total gross compensation earned by full- time City employees who
. earned over $100,000 for calendar year 2009 is already posted on the City’s

: website at www.ci.burbank.ca.us. The City will shortly be posting on our website

i an expanded list that would include the total gross compensation figures for all
full-time City employees.

2. The total gross compensation earned by each full-time City employee for
calendar years 2007 and 2008 is also currently being assembled and will
hopefully be completed by the end of next week. We wili provide you with the
estimated cost of extracting this electronically stored data per Government Code
§ 6253.9 and the City's Fee Resolution.

H 3. Total amount budgeted for merit pay pool for fiscal year 2009-2010 (previously
ok provided),




January 7, 2011
Page 2

4. Total amount of merit pay actually awarded from merit pay pool — by bargaining
unit - for fiscal year 2009-2010 (already provided);

5. The total amount budgeted for merit pay pool for fiscal years 2007-2008 and
2008-2008 is currently being calculated:;

8. The total amount of merit pay actually awarded from merit pay pool —by
bargaining unit- for fiscal years 2007-2008 and 2008-2009 is currently being
assembled. We will provide you with the estimated cost to retrieve this
electronically stored data pursuant to Government Code § 6253.9 and the City's
Fee Resolution;

7. We are unable to calculate the figures for amount awarded for merit pay for fiscal
year 2010-2011 as the fiscal year is not yet complete.

8. Forinformational purposes, although not requested, the amounts reflected in
total compensation figures provided may include one or more of the foliowing in
addition to base pay: overtime, merit pay, shooting pay, uniform allowance, leave
cash-out, bilingual pay, certain additional shift pay and other differentials, as
provided in various collective bargaining agreements and City Council resolutions
which have been provided to you. A complete list of these “differentials” is also
on the City’s website.

9. The City of Burbank has no loan program for city employees or officials. No City
of Burbank monies have been loaned to any City employees, elected or-
appointed City officials.

10 In response to Ms. Gretchen Meier's recent request, we will separately be
providing a list of the names and position titles of all current full-time city
empioyees. There is no actual document which lists employees’ personal

, _ relationships to other employees in the City.

! 11.You have already been provided with the relevant collective bargaining
agreements which were approved by the City Council {(and which are posted on
the City's website), City Councit Resolutions incorporating the merit pay program
into compensation and the City Administrative Procedure which explains
implementation guidelines. As you were previously advised, this pay for

-performance program has been in existence for many years.

12. Although not requested, you may also view the City’s salary schedule which
provides salary ranges for all positions on the City’s website.

City’s Objections

The City maintains its previously stated objection to your request for the specific amount
| of merit pay awarded each individual employee for the time periods requested. As
stated previously, this objection is based on Government Code § 6254(c), which
provides that personnel records, the disclosure of which would constitute an
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy, are exempt from public disclosure. Given that
the merit pay earned by an individual city employee is directly related to their specific
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individual performance’, we believe that disclosing the individual amounts earned by
each employee would be a unwarranted violation of the privacy rights of the employees,
to the same degree as if we publicly released their performance evaluations. We also
believe that at all times since this merit pay program has been in existence the
employees who negotiated this program as part of their compensation packages in their
collective bargaining agreements had and continue to have an expectation that, as it is
directly tied to their performance evaluations, it is as confidential and private as their
performance evaiuations.

We recognize that you and your attorneys take the position that the case law
requires public disclosure of the individual merit pay amounts, however, we
respectfully disagree that the holding in the Internafional Federation of Professional
and Technical Engineers, Local 21, AFL-CIO v. Superior Counrt case governs the facts of
this particular case. We have provided you with information about how the merit pay
program was established and approved by the City Council through compensation
resolutions and collective bargaining agreements. ‘We have provided you with the
implementation guidelines explaining how merit pay is to be determined and awarded.
We have provided you with the amount of money that is budgeted for the merit pay poois
and the amount that was paid out. We have provided you with the number of city
employees who received merit pay. We have publicly posted the gross compensation
‘amounts earned by each full-time city employee earning over $100,000 and will be
posting the gross eamings of all other city employees early next week. The salary
schedules and differentials are also listed on the City's website. As stated above, there is
no realistic way to disclose the individual amount of merit pay that was or was not
awarded without it directly reflecting on an individual employee's performance, which is
private and confidential, Certainly no employee, public or private wants or reasonably

- expects o see their performance evaluation publicly disclosed.

Should you have any questions about any of the above, please do not hesitate to
contact the City’s Public Information Officer, Keith Sterfing at (818) 238-5849.

B
E: incerez;j, (2
Juli C. Sco E

hief Assistant City Attorney

! City Administrative Procedure 1l - 37, provided to you previously states that the merit pay program is
part of a management compensation philosophy that rewards performance. “A current evaluation must
be on file in the Management Services Department or a memorandum from the Department Manager
summarizing current performance and justification for the merit bonus must be completed for each non-

represented management employee and must accompany all requests for payment under the Merit
Bonus Plan.”
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cc: Hon. Mayor and City Council Members

Mike Flad, City Manager

Joy. Forbes, Deputy City Manager

Justin Hess Deputy City Manager

Judie Wilke, Management Services Department
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Karl Oison

From: Kart Olson [kolson@ ramolson.com)]

Sent: Tuesday, January 18, 2011 4:14 PM

To: ‘jscott @ci.burbank.ca.us' 7

Cec: ‘Goller, Kariene'; 'dan.evans @latimes.com'; ‘Ann M. Williams'

Subject: Burbank Leader Public Records Act request
Impoﬁance: High
Dear Ms, Scotlt,

I am writing on behalf of my client the Burbank Leader in response 1o your January 7, 2011 letter o Dan
Evans of The Leader.

The response is not satistactory in that the city continues its refusal to disclose the specific amount of
merit pay awarded each employee for the time periods requested. The law is clear that records of the
amounts and reasons for performance awards are subject lo disclosure under the Public Records Act.
International Federation of Professional and Technical Engineers [Local 21 v. Superior Court (2007) 42
Cal. 4th 319, 331; "Records for Performance Awards," 68 Os. Cal. Atty. Gen. 73, 78. Both the Supreme
Court's decision in the IFPTE case and the Attorney General Opinion rejected the privacy arguments
asserted by the City here. The Attarney General Opinion explicilly held that releasing the total amount of
the bonus program, as Burbank has offered to do, is not enough: "Additional information is necessary to
determine whether the program is being properly administared." (68 Ops. Cal. Alty. Gen. 73, 77.)

We hope the city will reconsider its position by the end of this week. If it does not do so, my client intends
to institute litigation, as we advised you in our December 15, 2010 telephone call. If you have any
questions, please do not hesitale to give me a call.

Sincerely, Karl Olson

11222011
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2. May be filed in Central {Other county, or no Bedily Injury/Property Damaga). 7. Location where petitioner resides.

1. Location where cause of action arose. 8. Location wherein deiendant]res%ondent functions wholly.
4. Location where bodily injury, death or damage occurred, 9. Location where one or more of the parties reside.

5. Location where performance reguired or defendant resides. 10. Location of Labor Commissioner Office

Step 4: Fill in the information requested on page 4 in ftem Iil; complete ltem IV. Sign the declaration.

A B Cc
Civit Case Cover Sheet . Type of Action Appiicable Reasons -
Category No. {Check only cne) See Step 3 Abave
Autd (22) 01 A7100 Maotor Vehicle - Persanal Injury/Properly Damage/Wrongful Death ' 1.2, 4.

Auto Tort

Uninsured Motorist (46) D A7110 Personal injury/Property Damage/Wrongful Death — Uninsured Motorist { 1., 2., 4.

{7 ABO70 Asbestos Property Damage 2.
Asbestos (04)
z {3 A7221 Asbhestos - Personal Injury/Wrongful Death 2.
£ .
E’ = Producl Liability {24} O A7260 Product Liability (not asbestos or toxic/environmental) 1.,2.3.,4,8
£3%
S‘ E OO A7210 Medical Malpractice - Physicians & Surgeons 1,2, 4
= .a Medical Malpractice {45)
= B {1 A7240 Other Professional Health Care Malprastice 1.2.,4.
e 3 O A7250 Premises Liability (e.g.. slip and fall)
£ o Other 1.2, 4,
— g Personal Injury {31 A7230 inlentional Bodily Injury/Property Damage/Wrongful Death (e.g., 1.2 4
< = Property Damage assault, vandatism, etc.) e
© Wrong(fzu:;)Death O A7270 Intentional Infiiction of Emotional Distress 12,3
1.,2.,4.

1 A7220 Other Personal Injury/Property Damage/Wrongful Death

LACIV 108 {Rev. 01/11) _ CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM LASC, rule 2.0
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SHORT TITLE: CASE NUMBER

Burbank Leader v. City of Burbank

A ' B S
Civil Case Cover Shaeet Type of Action Applicable Raasons -
Category No. {Check only one} See Step 3 Above
Businass Tort {07) 0 A6D29 Other Commaercial/Businass Tort {not fraud/reach of contract) i.,2,3.
£5 :
é_;  Civil Rights (08) 0 AB005 Civil Rights/Discrimination ‘ 1.,2..3.
< §
“E‘,D Defamation (13) O A801¢ Defamation (slanderflibel) 1.2, 3
23 '
c o .
::u s Fraud (16) 0 AB0M3 Fraud (no contract) 1.,2.3.
£ -
g B . ) O AB017 Legat Maipractice 1.,2.,3.
o 2 Professional Negligence (25)
tE £ AB050 Other Professional Malpractice {nat medical or legal) 1.2.3
23
Other (35) O A8025 Other Non-Personal Injury/Property Damage tori 2.3.

g Wrangful Termination (36) O A8037 Wrongful Termination 1.2,3.

£

2 0 AB024 Other Employmeni Complaint Case 1.2.,%

g Other Employment {15} .

L 1 A8109 Lahor Commissioner Appeals 10.

T AB004 Breacﬁ of Rental/Loase Conlract (not unlawfu} detainer or wrongfu!

oo 2.5
eviction)
Breach of Contract/ Warran -
reach o Ccigs)c Franty O AGD08 Contract/Warranty Breach -Selter Plaintiff (no fraud/negligence) 2. 5.
(not insurance) 0 AB019 Negligent Breach of Contract/Warranty (no fraud} 12,5,
O AB028 Other Breach of ContractWarraniy (not fraud or negligence) 1,25,
§ O A8002 Coliections Case-Seller Plaintiff 2,5.,6.
= Coflections (08) .
3 O A&8012 Other Promissory Note/Collections Case 2.5.
Insurance Coverage (18} O A8015 insurance Coverage {not comptex) 1.,2.5,8.
0 AB009 Contractual Fraud 1.,2.,3,6.
Cther Contract (37) O AB031 Tortlous Interference 1.,2.3.,5.
[0 AS027 Other Contract Dispute(not breach/insurance/fraud/negligence) 1.2,3.,8
—L ———
Eminent Domain/inverse . . !
Condemnation (14) [ A7300 Eminent Domain/Condemnation Number of parcels 2.
Z N
2 Wrongful Eviction {33) 3 As023 Wrongfu! Eviction Case 2., 6.
&
-ﬁ {0 AB018 Morgage Foreclasure ‘ 2.8,
@ QOther Real Property {26) £ AB032 Quiet Title
0O A6060 Other Rea! Property (nol eminent domain, landlord/tenant, foreclosure} | 2., 6.
- —e e
= Uniawful Det.'zi3n1e)r—Comrneraal 0O A6021 Unfawful Detainer-Commaercial {rot drugs or wrongful eviction} 2., 6.
= .
=
ﬁ Uniawfut Det;(a;r;):r—Restdenhal O AS020 Unlawiful Detainer-Rasidential (not drugs or wrengful eviction) 2,86,
by 5 :
t:. E Uniawdul Deiagf)r-i’orec!osure O A8020F Unlawful Detainer-Foreclosure . -2..8.
i -—
5
HE Unlawiut Detainer-Drugs (38) | O A6022 Unlawful Detainer-Drugs 2.6
b - L
LACIV 108 {Rev. 01/11) CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM LASC, rule 2.0
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SHORT TITLE: CASE NUMBER

Burbank Leader v. City of Burbank

<A B c
Civil Case Cover Sheel Type of Acfion Applicable Reasons -
Category No. {Check only ons} See Slep 3 Above
Asset Forfeiture {05} 01 AB108 AssetForfeiture Case . 2.6
g Petition re Arbitration (11) F A6115 Pelition to Compel/Confirm/Vacate Arbitration 2.5,
E :
o [T AB151 Writ - Administrative Mandamus 2,8
W
;g Writ of Mandate (02) O A8152 Writ - Mandamus on Limiled Court Case Matter 2.
= O A6153 Wrlt - Other Limitad Court Case Review 2
Other Judicial Review (39) 0 AG150 Other Writ Mudicial Review 2...8.
g Antitrust/Trade Regulation (03} { O A6003 Anlitrust/Trade Reguiation ] 1,2,8.
®
=2 Consiruction Defect (16) 01 A6007 Construction Defect 1.,2.,3
s |
E*3 .
2 Ctaims '“"°::'é‘f MassTort | 1 As006 Claims involving Mass Tort 1.2.8
g
‘; Securities Litigation (28) O A6035 Securities Litigation Case 1.2.8
-—é Toxic Tort
oxic To . .
:.g Environmental (30) O AB038 Toxic Tort/Environmenial 1.,2,3,8.
£ .
o .
= Insurance Coverage Claims
o from Compiex Case (41} O A6014 insurance Coverage/Subrogation (compiex case onty) 1,2.5,8.
O AB141 Sister State Judgment * 2.0 ‘
*E' -s- 0O A6160 Abstract of Judgment 2,6
§ a Enforcement 0O A6107 Confession of Judgment {(non-domestic relations) 2,9
5 3 of Judgment (20) O A6140 Administrativa Agency Award (nol unpaid taxes) 2.8
&8 O A6114 Petition/Certificate for Entry of Judgment on Unpaid Tax 2.8
O A6112 Other Enforcement of Judgment Case 2.8.,9.
e —
@ RICO (27} [J A6033 Rackeieering (RICO} Case ] 1.,2.,8
S e
8 -E_ 0O AG030 Declaratory Refief Only 1.2..8.
]
@ 8 Other Complaints 0 AB040 Injunctive Retief Only (not domestic/harassment} 2,8.
é = (Not Specified Above} {(42) | 3 AgG11 Qther Commercial Complaint Case {non-tortihon-compiax) 1.,2.,8
© 0 AS000 Other Civil Camplaint {(nontort/non-complex} 1,28
F= Partnarship Corperation .
Govemance (24) 0 A6113 Parinership and Corporale Governance Case 2.8,
0 A612t Civil Harassmeant 2.,3.,9
m W .
§ _5 O A6123 Workpiace Harassmeni 2.3.,9.
c 2=
g o O A6124 Elder/Dependent Adult Abuse Case 2.3.9
= & Other Petitions pendert AGHT 2B
o= {Not Specified Above) 3 AB180 Election Contest 2.
=3 43 .
" = 0O (43) 01 A6110 Petition for Change of Name 2.7.
L: 00 AG170 Pefition for Relief from Late Claim Law 2.,3.4.,8.
I i ’
s ¥ AB100 Other Civil Petition 2.9
bi
b
LACIV 108 (Rev. 01/11) CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM LASC, rule 2.0
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SHORT TITLE:

Burbank Leader v. City of Burbank

CASE NUMBER

ttemn 1ll. Statement of Location: Enter the address of the accident, party's residence or place of business, performance, or other
circumstance indicated in item [i., Step 3 on Page 1, as the proper reason for filing in the court location you selected.

REASON: CHECK THE NUMBER UNDER COLUMN C
WHICH APPLIES IN THIS CASE

01. 2. U3, 04, s, Os. 07. 08, 09, 010,

ADDRESS:

778 E. OLINE NE

CITY: STATE: ZIP CODE:

K C# | a1510

item V. Declaration of Assignment. | daclare under penalty of petjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true
and correct and that the above-entitled matter is properly filed for assignment to the Stanley Mosk courthouse in the

Central

{B), (¢} and (d)].

Dated: Januar%_z 2011

Districl of the Los Angetes Superior Court [Code Civ. Proc., § 392 et seq., and LASC Local Rule 2.0, subds.

(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.

b

Civil Case Cover Sheet form CM-010.

I

years of age, or if required by Court.

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

Complete Addendum to Civil Case Cover Sheet form LASC Approved CIV 109 (Rev. 01/07).
Payment in full of the filing fee, unless fees have been waived.

Signed order appointing the Guardian ad Litem, JC form FL-935, if the plaintiff or petitioner is a minor under 18

7. Additional copies of documents fo 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.
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