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1 

2 1. 

INTRODUCTION 

This is a suit to require the County of Los Angeles, the Los Angeles County Sheriff's 

3 Department, and Sheriff Leroy B. Baca to exercise their duty to determine whether applicants for 

4 licenses to carry firearms are of good moral character, are residents of the county, and have good cause 

5 for the licenses- as required by Penal Code§§ 17020 and 26150-26225, inclusive. 

6 JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

7 2. This Court has jurisdiction under Code of Civil Procedure § § 525, 526, 526a, 1060, and 

8 1085, and Article VI section 10 of the California Constitution. Plaintiffs lack a "plain, speedy, and 

9 adequate remedy in the ordinary course oflaw." (Cal. Code ofCiv. Proc. § 1986.) Venue is proper in 

10 this Court: The acts and omissions complained of herein occurred in this County. (Cal. Code of Civ. 

1 1 Pro. § 393.) 

12 PARTIES 

1 3 PLAINTIFFS 

14 3. JENNIFER LYNN LU is an individual and a resident of the County of Los Angeles, 

15 California. Specifically, she is a resident ofthe City of San Gabriel, which was incorporated in 1913. 

16 The City of San Gabriel does not contract with the Los Angeles Sheriff's Department for police services. 

17 Plaintiff is informed and believes that the City of San Gabriel does not issue licenses to carry handguns 

18 to civilians. She has, within the past year, paid taxes to the County of Los Angeles and/or for its benefit. 

19 In addition to having standing as a citizen and taxpayer, she seeks a license to carry firearms pursuant to 

20 Penal Code §26150 et seq. from the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department. 

21 4. SEAN ALLEN LUis an individual and a resident of the County of Los Angeles, 

22 California. Specifically, he is a resident of the City of San Gabriel, which was incorporated in 1913. 

23 The City of San Gabriel does not contract with the Los Angeles Sheriff's Department for police services. 

24 Plaintiff is informed and believes that the City of San Gabriel does not issue licenses to carry handguns 

25 to civilians. He has, within the past year, paid taxes to the County of Los Angeles and/or for its benefit. 

26 In addition to having standing as a citizen and taxpayer, he seeks a license to carry firearms pursuant to 

27 Penal Code §26150 et seq. from the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department. 

28 5. ROY TORIVIO VARGAS is an individual and a resident of the County of Los Angeles, 
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1 California. Specifically, he is a resident of the City of Monterey Park, which was incorporated in 1916. 

2 The City of Monterey Park does not contract with the Los Angeles Sheriff's Department for police 

3 services. Plaintiff is informed and believes that the City of Monterey Park does not issue licenses to 

4 carry handguns to civilians. He has, within the past year, paid taxes to the County of Los Angeles 

5 and/or for its benefit. In addition to having standing as a citizen and taxpayer, he seeks a license to carry 

6 firearms pursuant to Penal Code §26150 et seq. from the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department. 

7 6. THE CALGUNS FOUNDATION, INC. ("CALGUNS") is a California nonprofit public 

8 benefit corporation incorporated and with its headquarters in San Carlos, California. Calguns is 

9 dedicated to, inter alia, defending and protecting the civil rights oflaw-abiding California gun owners. 

10 CALGUNS brings this action on behalf of its supporters, including the individual Plaintiffs, who possess 

11 all the indicia of membership. 

12 7. Collectively, JENNIFER LYNN LU, SEAN ALLEN LU, ROYTORIVIO VARGAS, and 

13 CALGUNS are referred to herein as "Plaintiffs." 

14 DEFENDANTS 

15 8. COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ("LOS ANGELES") is an entity duly formed under the 

16 laws of California. LOS ANGELES is a political subdivision of California as defined in § 1721 of the 

17 Labor Code. LOS ANGELES is both a licensing authority with regard to carry licenses issued pursuant 

18 to Penal Code §26150 et seq, and an entity which is statutorily obligated, by and through their Sheriff, to 

19 exercise proper discretion and individual review of applications for licenses to catTy under California 

20 law. 

21 9. LOS ANGELES COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT ("LASD") is both a licensing 

22 authority with regard to carry licenses issued pursuant to Penal Code §26150 et seq, and an entity duly 

23 formed by LOS ANGELES under the laws of California, which enforces the laws within LOS 

24 ANGELES. LASD is an entity which is statutorily obligated, by and through their Sheriff, to exercise 

25 proper discretion and individual review of applications for licenses to carry under California law. 

26 10. LEROY B. BACA ("BACA") is the Sheriff for LOS ANGELES, and as such, he is 

27 responsible for formulating, executing, and administering the LOS ANGELES laws, customs, practices, 

28 and policies at issue in this lawsuit; has enforced the challenged laws, customs, and practices against 
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1 Plaintiffs, and is in fact presently enforcing the challenged laws, customs, and practices against 

2 Plaintiffs. BACA is sued in both his individual and official capacities. BACA is statutorily obligated to 

3 exercise proper discretion and individual review of applications for licenses to carry under California 

4 law. 

5 

6 

7 

11. 

12. 

Collectively, LOS ANGELES, LASD, and BACA are referred to herein as "Defendants." 

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 

A license to carry a handgun may be sought by way of an application under sections 

8 26150 through 26225 of the Penal Code. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

13. Section 26150(a) reads as follows: 

When a person applies for allicense to carry a [handgun], the sheriff of a county may 
issue a license to that person upon proof of all the following: ( 1) The applicant is of good 
moral character. (2) Good cause exists for issuance of the license. (3) The applicant is a 
resident of the county or a city within the county, or the applicant's principal place of 
employment or business is in the county or a city within the county and the applicant 
spends a substantial period of time in that place of employment or business. ( 4) The 
applicant has completed a course of training as described in Section 26165. 1 

14. Plaintiffs believe they fall within BACA'S definition of "good cause:" "clear and present 

danger to life or of great bodily harm to the applicant, his spouse or dependent child, which cannot be 

adequately dealt with by existing law enforcement resources and which danger cannot be reasonably 

avoided by alternative measures, and which danger would be significantly mitigated by the applicant's 

carrying of a concealed firearm." 

15. But BACA never accepted or processed their applications to determine whether the 

21 "good cause" or "moral character" requirements were satisfied because BACA's policy expressly 

22 prohibits Plaintiffs from applying. 

23 16. Each of the individual Plaintiffs are willing and desire to apply to Defendants for a 

24 license to carry a handgun. However, their applications would be denied because each individual 

25 Plaintiff resides within an incorporated city ... but did not apply to the Chief of Police for their 

26 

27 

28 

1 The applicant shall not be required to pay for any training courses prior to the detetmination of good 
cause being made pursuant to Section 26202. Pen. Code §26165(d). 
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I respective incorporated city- and incur additional costs- to acquire a license to carry a handgun before 

2 applying to the County of Los Angeles, per the County's own policy. 

3 17. Defendants' own policy, attached hereto as Exhibit A, which is currently being enforced2
, 

4 expressly imposes additional requirements causing additional bmden, forms, fees, and delay upon an 

5 entire class of applicants on the basis of their residing within an incorporated city, including individual 

6 Plaintiffs: 

7 If the applicant resides in an incorporated city, which is not policed by our Department, 
he or she must first apply to the Chief of Police of their city of residence for a CCW 

8 license and have the application acted upon. Within 60 days after a denial of the 
application, the city resident may file a separate application with the Los Angeles County 

9 Sheriff's Department, attaching a copy of the application denied by the Chief of Police. 
The Sheriff will exercise independent discretion in granting or denying licenses to these 

10 applicants. Further, the Sheriff may review, consider, and give weight to the grounds 
upon which the previous denial was made. (Emphasis added.) 

11 

12 18. While a court cannot compel a public officer to exercise his [or her] discretion in any 

13 particular manner, it may direct him [or her] to exercise that discretion. Salute v. Pitchess ( 197 6) 61 Cal. 

14 App. 3d 557. 

15 19 Defendants refuse to exercise the discretion given them by the statute. Penal Code section 

16 26150 imposes only three limits on the grant of an application for a license to carry: the applicant must 

I 7 be of good moral character, show good cause, and be a resident of the county. 3 

18 20. To determine, in advance, as a uniform rule, that only those individuals that live within an 

19 incorporated city and have been denied by an incorporated city can show good cause is to refuse to 

20 consider the existence of "good cause" on the part of citizens generally and is an abuse of, and not an 

21 exercise of, discretion. 

22 21. Fmther, Defendants' policy violates Penal Code section 26175 by requiring the applicant 

23 to complete an additional application for another jurisdiction. Section 26175 states: 

24 An applicant shall not be required to complete any additional application or form for a 

25 

26 

27 

28 

2 See Exhibit B for Declaration ofLASD Undersheriff Paul Tanaka in the matter of Thompson v. 
Torrance Police Department, et al. filed in the United States District Court, Central District of 
California, Case No: CV 1 1-06154 dated December 15, 2011 at Paragraph 4, wherein Tanaka states 
under penalty of perjmy that applicant must comply with this policy. 
3 Again, the fourth requirement, training, does not apply until an application has been approved. 
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1 license, or to provide any information other than that necessary to complete the 
standardized application form described in subdivision (a), except to clarify or interpret 

2 information provided by the applicant on the standard application form. (Emphasis 
added.) 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

22. Additionally, Defendants' policy violates Penal Code section 26190(g) by requiring each 

applicant, including the Individual Plaintiffs, who resides within an incorporated city to pay the 

additional statutory fees and costs of applying for a license to carry within that incorporated city before 

being considered for review by the Defendants. 4 Section 26190(g) states: 

... no requirement, charge, assessment, fee, or condition that requires the payment of any 
8 additional funds by the applicant, or requires the applicant to obtain liability insurance, 

may be imposed by any licensing authority as a condition of the application for a license. 
9 (Emphasis added.) 

10 23. Plaintiffs are of good moral character and are residents of Los Angeles County. Under 

11 the LASD's own policy, no inquiry into the existence of"good cause" or "good moral character" can 

12 ever have been made in connection with the application of these Plaintiffs, or of any other applicant who 

13 resides within an incorporated city but has not been first denied a license to carry by the Chief of Police 

14 for the city in which they reside. 

15 24. To the extent that the Defendants do accept and process applications from residents of 

16 incorporated cities who have not complied with their own policy of requiring the individuals apply and 

17 be denied by their respective Chiefs of Police prior to applying with the LASD, the policy is designed, 

18 intended, and has the effect of chilling applicants, including Plaintiffs, from applying to the County 

19 pursuant to the statutory framework enacted by the California Legislature. 

20 25. It is the duty of the sheriff to make such an investigation and determination, on an 

21 individual basis, on every application under section 26150 et seq., without causing Plaintiffs to complete 

22 additional applications or forms in violation of section 26175, or incur additional fees or costs in 

23 violation of section 26190(g). 

24 I I I 

25 Ill 

26 

27 

28 

4 Penal Code section 26190 sets forth the statutory fee requirements regarding license to carry 
applications. 
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I 

2 

3 

4 

26. 

27. 

II. FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

Writ of Mandate 

Plaintiffs incorporate paragraphs 1 through 25, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein. 

Defendants' wholesale refusal to accept and process applications from residents of 

5 incorporated cities unless the applicant has first applied to their respective city's chief of police for- and 

6 been denied- a license to carry is an abuse of discretion and a violation of Penal Code section 26150 et 

7 seq. 

8 28. Defendants' requirement that Plaintiffs complete additional applications/forms is a 

9 violation of Penal Code section 26175. 

10 29. Defendants requirement that Plaintiffs incur additional fees and costs is a violation of 

11 Penal Code section 26190(g). 

12 30. Individual Plaintiffs are beneficially interested in the outcome of this action and have a 

13 clear, present, and substantial right to ensure that the Defendants have properly exercised their discretion 

14 in issuing the licenses. Plaintiffs cannot and should not be required to perform the futile act of 

15 completing applications, paying fees and costs, expending the burden of completing an entire interview 

16 process, and incur the significant delay of such procedures for the purposes of being denied prior to 

1 7 applying for an application with the Defendants. 

18 31. Plaintiffs have no other plain, speedy or adequate remedy in the normal course of law. As 

19 a result of Defendants' refusal to comply with the requirements of Penal Code section 26150 et seq., 

20 Plaintiffs have and will continue to be injured. 

21 32. By the acts set fmih herein, Plaintiffs have exhausted their administrative remedies in this 

22 matter, and has fulfilled all preconditions to filing this Verified First Complaint and Petition. 

23 33. Defendants have a clear, present and ministerial duty to review each and every 

24 application for a license to carry - regardless of which city within LOS ANGELES the applicant resides 

25 (or, in the case of those seeking a license for a business purpose under section 261 50(a)(3), residing 

26 outside of LOS ANGELES)- to not require additional applications/forms be completed in violation of 

27 Penal Code section 26175, and to not mandate additional fees and costs upon the applicant in violation 

28 of Penal Code section 26190(g). Failure to do so is an abuse of discretion cotTectable by issuance of a 
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1 writ of mandate from this Court or, in the alternative, by issuance of an order from this Court granting 

2 Plaintiffs' request for injunctive relief. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 herein. 

8 

34. 

35. 

36. 

Defendants have abused their discretion by continuing the aforementioned policy. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

Declaratory Relief 

Plaintiffs hereby incorporate paragraphs 1 through 34 inclusive, as if fully set forth 

There is an actual and present controversy between the parties hereto in that Plaintiffs 

9 contend that Defendants policy and application packet relating to fi.reann carry licenses is unlawful. 

10 Defendants deny this contention. Plaintiffs desire a judicial declaration of their rights and Defendants' 

11 duties, to wit, that Defendants' said policy and application packet is contrary to law. 

12 THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

13 Equal Protection Violation [14th Amendment] 

14 

15 

37. 

38. 

Paragraphs 1 through 36 are incorporated as though fully stated herein. 

Defendants' policies and enforcement of a facial and as applied ban on accepting 

16 applications for licenses to carry handguns from County residents that live within incorporated cities, 

17 unless and until said have undergone the expense, burden, and delay of having to first apply for and be 

18 denied a license to carry from their respective city's Chief of Police violates Plaintiffs' rights to equal 

19 protection under the law as guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution. 

20 Defendants allow county residents residing in unincorporated areas of the county instant access to apply 

21 for a license to carry at less expense, with less burden, and without delay, which instant access is denied 

22 to Plaintiffs and other residents of incorporated cities within the County of Los Angeles. Such 

23 misapplication of the law is arbitrary, capricious, irrational, and makes unjustifiable distinctions between 

24 those individuals that Defendants deign to exclude from immediate, unburdened, and less expensive 

25 access to licenses to carry handguns and those they do not. Defendants are thereby propagating 

26 customs, policies, and practices that violate the Fomieenth Amendment to the United States 

27 Constitution, facially and as applied, against the individual Plaintiffs in this action, thereby harming 

28 Plaintiffs in violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983. Plaintiffs are therefore entitled to declaratory, preliminary, 
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1 and permanent injllllctive relief against continued enforcement and maintenance of Defendants' 

2 unconstitutional customs, policies, and practices. 

3 PRAYER 

4 WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray as follows: 

5 1. That the Court issue an alternative writ of mandate compelling the Defendants and their 

6 agents to properly exercise their discretion by reviewing all applications for licenses to carry to 

7 determine whether the applicant has "good moral character," has "good cause" for a license to carry, and 

8 is a resident of the county, regardless of whether the applicant is from an incorporated city and has not 

9 applied for and been denied a license from said city's chief of police; and barring Defendants and their 

10 agents from mandating additional applications/forms and fees or costs upon those applicants in violation 

11 of Penal Code sections 26150 et seq.- or to show cause before this Court at a time specified by the 

12 Court why they should not do so and why a writ of mandate should not be issued; 

13 2. That on return of the alternative writ and after a hearing on the matter, this Court 

14 determine that the Defendants 'policy and conduct was and is in violation of their duty to exercise 

15 discretion and the express terms of Penal Code section 26150 et seq. and issue a peremptory writ of 

16 mandate commanding the Defendants and their agents to properly exercise their discretion by reviewing 

17 all applications for licenses to carry to determine whether the applicant has "good moral character," has 

18 "good cause" for a license to carry, and is a resident of the county, regardless of whether the applicant is 

19 from an incorporated city and has not applied for and been denied a license to carry from said city's 

20 chief of police; and barring Defendants and their agents from mandating additional applications/forms 

21 and fees or costs upon those applicants from incorporated cities in violation of Penal Code sections 

22 26150 et seq.; 

23 3. An order striking as unconstitutional and permanently enjoining Defendants, their 

24 officers, agents, servants, employees, and all persons in active concert or participation with them who 

25 receive actual notice of the injunction, from enforcing their policy requiring Los Angeles County 

26 Residents who reside within an incorporated city to first apply for a license to carry a handgun and be 

27 denied by their respective chief of police before applying for a license to carry from the Los Angeles 

28 Cow1ty Sheriff's Department; 
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1 

2 

3 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Declaratory relief consistent with the injunction; 

That the Court finds and hold that Plaintiffs are the prevailing parties in this action; 

Costs and attorneys' fees as provided by section 1021 .5 of the California Code of Civil 

4 Procedure, 42 U.S.C. §1988, and any other relevant provision of California or federal law; 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

7. For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and appropriate. 

Date: March 9, 2012 Respectfully submitted, 

a VlS 

D is & Associates 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs and Petitioners 
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1 VERIFICATION 

2 I, Jason Andrew Davis, declare as follows: 

3 I am one of the attorneys for Plaintiffs herein. I have read this VERIFIED COMPLAINT AND 

4 PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND REQUEST FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF in the matter 

5 of Jennifer Lynn Lu, et al v. County of Los Angeles, et al. and know its contents. Because of my 

6 familiarity with the relevant facts and because my clients are absent from the county where I have my 

7 office, I, rather than Plaintiffs, verify this petition. I am informed, and do believe, that the matters herein 

8 are true. On that ground, I allege that the matters stated herein are true. 

9 All exhibits accompanying this Complaint and Petition are true and correct copies of the original 

10 documents. The exhibits are incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth in this Complaint 

11 and Petition. 

12 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Califmnia that the foregoing is 

13 true and correct. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DATED: March 9, 2012 
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EXHIBIT A 



Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department 

Concealed Weapons Licensing Policy 

The issuance of licenses enabling a private citizen to carry a concealed weapon (CCW) is of 
great concern to the Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department. The Department's overriding 
policy is that no concealed weapons license should be granted merely for the personal 
convenience of the applicant. No position or job classification in itself shall constitute good 
cause for the issuance, or for the denial, of a CCW license. Each application shall be individually 
reviewed for cause, and the applicant will be notified by writing within 90 days of the application, 
or within 30 days after receipt of the applicant's criminal background check from the Department 
of Justice, that the CCW license was either approved or denied. 

In accordance with California Penal Code § 12050 et. seq., and subject to Department 
policy and procedures, any Los Angeles County resident may obtain a CCW application 
for authorization to carry a concealed weapon. Applications may be obtained from any 
sheriff's patrol station or directly from the Office of the Undersheriff. Completed 
applications may be submitted to any of these units for processing. 

Types of Licensing and Expiration Periods for CCWs 

There are four distinct categories of CCW licenses: Employment, Standard, Judges, and Reserve 
Police Officers. The. Employment_CCW license is issued only by the sheriff of a county to a 
person who spends a substantial period of time in his or her principal place of employment or 
business in the county of issuance. The license is valid only in the county issued and for any 
period not to exceed 90 days. The Standard CCW license is issued to residents of the county or 
a particular city within the county. The license is valid for any period not to exceed 2 years. The 
Judge CCW license may be issued to California judges, full-time commissioners, and to federal 
judges and magistrates of the federal courts. The license is valid for any period not to exceed 3 
years. The Reserve Police Officer CCW license may be issued to reserve police officers 
appointed pursuant to California Penal Code § 830.6. The license is valid for any period not to 
exceed 4 years, except that it becomes invalid upon the conclusion of the person's appointment 
as a reserve police officer. 

Training Requirements for a CCW License 

Regardless of the category, all new license applicants for CCW's must now pass a specified course of 
training which is acceptable to the licensing authority, the Los Angeles County Sher iff's 

Department (See attached sheet, "Suggested Training Vendors"). New CCW license applicants must pass 
a specified course of training acceptable to the licensing authority. The course shall not exceed 16 hours, 
and the course shall include instruction on firearm safety, the law regarding the permissible use of a 
firearm and weapon proficiency. The licensing authority may also require 



the applicant to attend a community college course certified by the Commission on 
Peace Officer Standards and Training (POST), up to a maximum of 24 hours, but only if 
required uniformly of all applicants without exception. For CCW license renewal 
applicants, the course of training may be any course acceptable to the licensing 
authority, shall be no less than 4 hours, and shall include instruction on firearms safety, 
the law regarding the permissible use of a firearm and weapon proficiency. 

Qualifications for a CCW License 

To qualify for a CCW, each applicant must demonstrate (1) proof of good moral character, (2) 
that good cause exists, and (3) that the applicant is a resident of the count or a city within the 
county, ~that the applicant spends a substantial period of time in the applicant's place of 
employment or business in the county or a city within the county. In addition, the applicant must 
complete the training requirements as listed above. 

According to Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department policy (5-09/380.10) and the California 
Supreme Court (CBS, Inc. v. Block, (1986) 42 Cal.3d 646), good cause shall exist only if there is 
convincing evidence of a clear and present danger to life, or of great bodily harm to the 
applicant, his spouse, or dependent child, which cannot be adequately dealt with by 
existing law enforcement resources, and which danger cannot be reasonably avoided by 
alternative measures, and which danger would be significantly mitigated by the 
applicant's carrying of a concealed firearm. 

The character requirement will be fulfilled by, but not limited to, a criminal history check through 
the Bureau of Criminal Identification and Investigation. The good cause requirement will only be 
fulfilled by thoroughly_justifying the applicant's need to the Sheriff or his designee on the 
application form. The residence_requirement will be fulfilled upon presentation of an approved, 
recognized identification card and at least one recently canceled item of United States mail. 

If the applicant resides in an incorporated city, which is not policed by our Department, he or 
she must first apply to the Chief of Police of their city of residence for a CCW license and have 
the application acted upon. Within 60 days after a denial of the application, the city resident may 
file a separate application with the Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department, attaching a copy of 
the application denied by the Chief of Police. The Sheriff will exercise independent discretion in 
granting or denying licenses to these applicants. Further, the Sheriff may review, consider, and 
give weight to the grounds upon which the previous denial was made. 
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CCW License Subject to Restrictions 

When a license is issued it will be subject to the following general restrictions. 

While exercising the privilege granted under the terms of this license, licensees shall not: 

1 . Consume any alcoholic beverage. Represent to any person that they 
2. are peace officers, unless they are in fact 

peace officers as defined by law. 
3. Abuse this privilege by an unjustified display of a deadly weapon. 
4. Violate any law of this State or Country. 
5. Be under the influence of any medication or narcotic drug. Impede 
6. law enforcement officers in the conduct or performance of their duty 

or activities. 

7. Refuse to display their permits or to surrender their concealable 
firearm to any peace officer for inspection upon demand. 

In addition, the Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department may place special limitations 
further limiting the time, the place, and the circumstances under which the license is 
valid. When each license is issued, general restrictions and any special limitations will 
be noted on the reverse side of the card. 

Remember, it is a Privilege, not a right to carry a concealed weapon. 

Application for CCW License Form 

Upon reviewing the attached policy and meeting all requirements, please complete the 
Standard Application form in its entirety and forward to Sheriff Headquarters, 4700 Ramona 
Boulevard, Monterey Park, California, 91754-2169, Attention: CCW Coordinator. A non
refundable fee of $10.00 must accompany this application. Those who successfully pass the 
initial screening will be charged a required follow-up processing fee. 

Revised 9/99 
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Suggested Training Vendors 

Angeles Range 12651 Little Tujunga, 
Lakeview Terrace Phone: (818) 
362-3650 or (800) 499-4486 Instructor: 
Don Emmer 

L.A.X. Shooting Range 927 
W. Manchester, Inglewood 
Phone: (31 0) 568-1515 
Instructor: Danny Hudson 

Sharpshooter 1827 W. 208 
Street, Torrance Phone: 
(31 0) 618-9971 Instructor: 
Fred Darling 

Centinel Services 
18348 Eddy, Northridge 
Phone: (818) 238-9860 
Instructor: Cecil Williams 

Centinel Services 1060 N. 
Lake Street, Burbank 
Phone: (818) 954-981 0 
Instructor: John Rives 

The Firing Line 17921 Jamestown Lane, 
Huntington Beach Phone: {714) 
841-2100 Instructor: Fred Donohue 

Professional Security Training School 
44633 Sierra Highway Lancaster, CA 
93534 Phone: (661) 945-0600 
Instructor: Cecil Williams 

5040 Cornell Road 
Agoura Hills, CA 91301 
(818) 707-9100 

THE CONTENT AND LENGTH OF THE COURSES OFFERED BY THE TRAINERS LISTED ABOVE ARE 
ACCEPTABLE TO THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT ("LASD") IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH PENAL CODE SECTION 12050(a). 

DISCLAIMER 

THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES AND THE LASD MAKE NO OTHER REPRESENTATIONS OR 
WARRANTIES ABOUT THE TRAINERS LISTED ABOVE OR THE FACILITIES OR EQUIPMENT THEY USE 
TO CONDUCT TRAINING. 

+ NONE OF THESE TRAINERS ARE EMPLOYEES OR AGENTS OF THE COUNTY OF LOS 
ANGELES OR LASD. 

+ NONE OF THESE TRAINERS WAS TRAINED IN THE USE OF FIREARMS BY THE COUNTY 
OF LOS ANGELES OR LASD. 

+ NONE OF THE FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT USED BY THESE TRAINERS ARE OWNED, 
CONTROLLED OR INSPECTED BY THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES OR THE LASD. 

NEITHER THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES NOR LASD CERTIFY OR CONTROL THE SAFETY OF THE 
TRAINING CONDUCTED BY ANY OF THESE TRAINERS. 

YOU ASSUME FULLY THE RISK OF ANY LOSS, INJURY OR DAMAGE ATTRIBUTABLE TO (1) ANY ACT OR 
OMISSION OF ANY OF THESE TRAINERS OR ANY OF THEIR AGENTS OR EMPLOYEES OR (2) THE 
CONDITION ANY PREMISES OR EQUIPMENT USED BY ANY OF THESE TRAINERS. THE COUNTY OF 
LOS ANGELES AND LASD DISCLAIM ANY RESPONSIBILITY FOR ANY SUCH LOSS, INJURY OR DAMAGE. 

LASD RECOMMENDS THAT BEFORE YOU BEGIN TRAINING, YOU FULLY INVESTIGATE THE 
TRAINER'S QUALIFICATIONS, TRAINING, SAFETY RECORD AND CONDITION OF PREMISES AND 
EQUIPMENT. 
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1 ANDREA SHERIDAN ORDIN, County Counsel 
ROGER H. GRANBO Assistant County Counsel 

2 JENNIFER A.D. LEHMAN, Principal Deputy Cmmty Counsel 
(SBN 191477) • jlehman@counsel.tacounty.gov 

3 648 Kermeth Hahn Hall or Administration 
500 West Temple Street 

4 Los Angeles California 90012-2713 
Telephone: {213) 974-1908 ·Fax: (213) 626-2105 

5 
Attomexs for Defendant . 

6 LOS ANGELES COUNTY SHERIFF~S DEPARTMENT 

7 

8 

9 

10 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

11 ROBERT THOMSON, 

12 

13 v. 

Plaintiff, 

14· TORRANCE POLICE DEPARTMENT 
and THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

15 SHERIFF'S DEPARTJ\.1ENT, 

16 

17 

Defendants. 

18 I, PAUL TANAKA, declare as follows: 

CASE N'O. CV 11-06154 SJO (JCx) 

DECLARATION OF 
UNDERSHERIFF PAUL TANAKA 

19 1. I am the Undersheriff for Los Angeles County. I have served as the 

20 Undersheriff since June 2011, and have been employed by the Los Angeles County 

21 Sheriffs Department (LASD) for over 29 years. As the Undersheriff, I am the 

22 second in command of the LASD and the Sheriffs chief assistant. In the Sheriffs 

23 absence, I also assume his du~ies, in addition to my executive responsibilities 

24 addressing LASD operational, budgetary and personnel matters. 

25 2. As part of my responsibilities as Undersheriff, I have been designated 

26 to act as the Sheriffs sole authorized representative for reviewing applications for 

27 carry concealed weapons (CCW) licenses for the County of Los Angeles. In that 

28 
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1 role, I and members of my staff, evaluate CCW applications. While members of my 

2 staff make recommendations regarding applications, I am the final decision-maker. 

3 As part of my evaluation of CCW applications, I will review the-entire application 

4 packet and any and all supporting documentation. 

5 3. In Los Angeles County, there are four distinct categories of CCW 

6 licenses: Employment, Standard~ Judges, and Reserve Police Officers. The 

7 Employn'lent CCW license is issued only to a person who spends a substantial 

8 period of time in his or her principal place of employment or business in Los 

9 Angeles County. The Standard CCW license is issued to-residents of Los Angeles 

10 County or to residents of a particular city within Los Angeles County. The Judge 

11 CCW license is issued to California judges, full-time commissioners, and to federal 

12 judges and magistrates of the federal courts. The Reserve Police Officer CCW 

13 license may be issued to reserve police officers appointed pursuant to California 

14 Penal Code § 830.6. 

15 4. If an applicant resides in an incorporated city not policed by the LASD, 

16 ~he applicant must apply to the chief of police of their city of residence for a 

17 concealed weapons license and have such application acted upon. Within 60 days 

18 after a denial of such application, such city resident may file a separate application 

19 with the LASD, attaching a copy of the application denied by the chief of police. 

20 We will exercise independent discretion in granting or denying licenses to such 

21 person but may review, consider, and give weight to the grounds upon which such 

22 denial was made. A copy of t!le LASD Concealed Weapons License Policy is 

23 attached hereto as Exhibit 1. This policy is also available on the LASD website at 

24 www.lasd.org. 

25 5 . California Penal Code sections 12050-12054 set forth the general 

26 criteria that CCW applicants must meet. Applicants must be of good moral . 

27 character, be a resident of, or spend substantial time in the County they apply in, 

28 take a firearms course, and demonstrate good cause for the license. 
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1 6. The issuance of licenses enabling a private citizen to carry a CCW is of 

2 great concern to the LASD. The LASD's overriding policy is that no CCW license 

3 should be granted merely for the personal convenience of the applicant. No position 

4 or job application in itself shall constitute good cause for the issuance, or for the 

5 denial, of a CCW license. The LASD defines "good cause" ·under California Penal 

6 Code section 12050 as requiring convincing evidence of a "clear and present danger 

7 to life or of great bodily harm to the applicant, his spouse or dependent child, which 

8 carmot be adequately dealt with by existing law enforcement resources and which 

9 danger cannot be reasonably avoided by _alternative measures, and which danger 

10 would be significantly mitigated by the applicant's carrying of a concealed firearm. 11 

11 Each application is individually reviewed tor cause. I am informed and believe that 

12 the LASD's definition of good cause has been in existence since at least 2005. It is 

13 also my understanding that this definition of good cause, or one similar to it, is 

14 utilized by many other counties within California, including San Diego. 

IS 7. In evaluating whether a CCW applicant has presented "convincing 

16 evidence of a clear and present danger to life or of great bodily harm to the 

17 applicant, his spouse or dependent child, which cannot be adequately dealt with by 

18 existing law enforcement resources and which danger cannot be reasonably avoided 

19 by applicant's carrying of a concealed firearm," an applicant's stated reason of self-

20 defense is not enough. The applicant must demonstrate a credible threat of violence 

21 which would justify the need to possess a concealed weapon. If an applicant claims 

22 that he or she has been threatened, we look for documentation ofthat threat, such as 

23 police reports or other evidence. 

24 8. One of the purposes for the LASD's policy is to protect against gun 

25 violence to the community at large, as well as to protect officers conducting law 

26 enforcement operations on the streets. Gun violence is a problem throughout the 

27 State of California and Los Angeles County is no exception. The vast majority of 

28 homicides in Los Angeles County are committed with the use of guns. Handguns 
HOA.S-15808.1 I 
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1 are of particular concern because in my experience, they are much more likely to be 

2 · used than shotguns and rifles. Because handguns are small, easy to conceal, and 

3 deadly at short range, they are of paramount concern and danger. Further, most of 

4 the violent acts committed in this County involving the use of guns are by gang 

5 members. 

6 9 . In my experience as a law enfor~ement officer, the presence of more 

7 gui1s on the streets of Los Angeles County creates many problems for law 

8 enforcement officers. Officers are often charged with monitoring public gatherings 

9 as well as with breaking up public nuisances. Officers must act quickly whenever a 

10 disturbance occurs. Often times, this involves isolating one or two problem 

11 individuals. However, if multiple persons within a crowd are carrying concealed 

12 weapons, this creates an increased likelihood that guns will be brandished or used. 

13 Thus, the increased presence of guns creates not only increased safety problems for 

14 officers but also for members of the community at large. 

15 10. It is the LASD's position that increasing the numbers of concealed 

16 weapons in the community increases the threat of gun violence to the community at 

17 large, to those who use the streets and go to public accommodations, and to law 

18 enforcement officers patrolling the streets. Further, the increased presence of 

19 concealed handguns make law enforcement operations more difficult ·thus taking 

20 away valuable resources which would be better used conducting law enforcement 

21 operations. Los Angeles County's "good cause" requirement is intended to 

22 drasti.call y restrict the number of persons· who are secretly armed in the County. 

23 11. In 2011, there was an average of approximately 400 existing concealed 

24 weapons permits that were issued by the LASD. I am infmmed and believe that the 

25 County's Chief Executive Office has estimated that the population of Los Angeles 

· 26 County as of January 2010 was 10,441,080 people. 

27 12. Attached hereto as Exhibit 2 is a copy of the April 7, 2011 CCW 

28 application we received from Robert Thomson (redacted to conceal certain personal 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 information). Mr. Thomson's pem1it application was reviewed, analyzed, and 

processed in the exact same manner in which every application is processed. After 

reviewing Mr. Thomson's application and supporting documentation, I determined 

that he did n<?t demonstrate "good cause" for the issuance of a permit as required by 

the LASD policy. Specifically, convincing evidence was not established of a clear 

and present danger to life or ofgreat bodily harm to the applicant, his spouse or 

dependent child, which could not be adequately dealt with by existing law 

enforcement resources and which danger cannot be reasonably avoided by 

alternative measures, and which danger would be significantly mitigated by the 

applicant's carrying of a concealed fireann. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

13. Attached hereto as Exhibit 3 is a copy of the June 28, 2011 letter we 

sent to Mr. Thomson denying his application. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of 

America that the foregoing is true and couect. 

Executed.in Monterey P<1;rk, California on December 16, 201 i 
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