
CIV-130

ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY (Name, Sfafe Bar number, and address). FOR COURT USE ONLY

Michael A. Velthoen (Bar # 187909)
FERGUSON CASE ORR PATERSON LLP
1050 South Kimball Road
Ventura, CA 93004

TELEPHONE NO.: ~~OS) 659-6000 FAX N0. (Optionaq: ~t~OS~ C)S9-E)t~ I S

E-MAIL ADDRESS (Optional): mVe1t11Oe11@fcoplaw.com

nnoRNEY FOR ~Name~: Camarillo Health Care District Defendant
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF VENTURA

STREET ADDRESS: OOO SOUtll V1CtOrla AVE11Ue

MAILING ADDRESS: r.~. BOX 6409 - Ve1ltUra 93006

CITY AND ZIP CODE: Ve1ltUra. 93~~9

BRANCH NAME: Hall Qf Justl(`,e

PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER: Jane ROZiIriSICI

DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT: Ca1111T'1110 He11tI1 C1I'e D1StT1Ct

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF JUDGMENT CASE NUMBER:

OR ORDER

(Check one): 0 UNLIMITED CASE ~ LIMITED CASE 56-2016-00489673-CU-WM-VTA
(Amount demanded (Amount demanded was
exceeded $25,000) $25,000 or less)

TO ALL PARTIES

1. A judgment, decree, or order was entered in this action on (date): April 26, 2017

2. A copy of the judgment, decree, or order is attached to this notice.

Date: May 3, 2017

Michael A. Velthoen
(TYPE OR PRINT NAME OF OX ATTORNEY ~ PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY)

Form Approved for Optional Use
Judicial Council of California
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CIV-13L
CASE NUMBER:

PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER: J1rie ROZariSkl

DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT: Cari1aT'1110 HOalt~'1 Cafe D1Str1Ct 
56-2016-00489673-CU-WM-VTA

PROOF OF SERVICE BY FIRST-CLASS MAIL

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF JUDGMENT OR ORDER

(NOTE: You cannot serve the Notice of Entry of Judgment or Order if you are a pa►ty in the action. The person who served
fhe notice must complete this proof of service.)

1. I am at least 18 years old and not a party to this action. I am a resident of or employed in the county where the mailing took
place, and my residence or business address is (specify):

1050 South Kimball Road
Ventura, CA 93004

2. I served a copy of the Notice of Entry of Judgment or Order by enclosing it in a sealed envelope with postage
fully prepaid and (check one):
a. 0 deposited the sealed envelope with the United States Postal Service.
b, ~ placed the sealed envelope for collection and processing for mailing, following this business's usual practices,

with which I am readily familiar. On the same day correspondence is placed for collection and mailing, it is
deposited in the ordinary course of business with the United States Postal Service.

3. The Notice of Entry of Judgment or Order was mailed:
a. on (date): Mays, 2017
b. from (city and state): Ventura, CA

4. The envelope was addressed and mailed as follows:

a. Name of person served:
Andrew Gilford, Esq.; Jessica Corpuz, Esq.

Street address: 10250 Constellation Blvd., Ste. 2900

City: Los Angeles
State and zip code: CA 90067

b. Name of person served:
Katie Townsend, Esq.
Street address: 1156 15th St. NW, Ste. 1250
city: Washington
State and zip code: DC 20005

c. Name of person served:

Street address:

Ciry:
State and zip code:

d. Name of person served:

Street address:
City:
State and zip code:

0 Names and addresses of additional persons served are attached. (You may use form POS-030(P).)

5. Number of pages attached g

declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Date: May , 2017

Jessica Hammer
(TYPE OR PRINT NAME OF DECLARANT) (SIGNATUR OF DECLARANT)

Page 2 of 2
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SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE (l~ CAL1Ft3~NIA

CQUNTY OF VENTURA - ATN

JANE ROZANSKI, an individual, Case No. 5b-2U1b-00489673-CU-WM-VTA
Peti# on far nt of Mandate Filed:

PetitioneriPla nt ff, December 2, ~UIEr

21

22
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24
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2t
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28

v,

CAMAR.IL;I~t) HEALTH CAKE
DISTRICT, a California Special I? str ct

R esg~nd entlIIefen d an t

GCILDEN RULE PUBLT~HING, INC., a
California ccyrporation, du ng business as
the Ca~n~rillr~ Acorn

Real Party z~ Interest

[P~t~~EDj FI1~iAL JUI3GMENT

Assigned for all purposes to 1~an. Rocky J. Baio

T ie A entfed Verified Ct~tnplaint and Fetitian for Writ. of Mandate filed by petitioner lane

Rc~zansk came an far hearing can the merits on March 1G, 2Ql'1 and April 14, 2U1'i in I?egartment

2fl of the above-referenced court. Andrew ~. Gilford and Barry Groveman appeared on behalf of

petitioner .lane Rozartski. Michael A. Vetthoen appeared an behalf of respondent Camarillo Health

Care District. Katie Tt~wns~:nd appeared can behalf of real party in interest Golden Rule Fub3is~tng,

Inc.

After cr~nsideratian of the evidence submitted by the parties and the briefing and argument

1
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of counsel in support anti c~p~pos t tin tc~ the Amended Petition, tie Court hereby adapts the tentative

ruling attached h~reta as Each bit A as zts final ar€~e~ snd judgment, except that paragraph 9 of the

tentative ruling is amended to reflect thaf the enforcement +~f the judgmeni is stayed until May ~,

ZOt 7 at S:flU p.m. Except as athenve s~# .forth in Exhibit A, the Amended Peciti~rn is DENIED.

S(7 C1Ri?EREI3.

Rt7CKY J BAIO

x~~~ ~ ~~ ~. s~~

~szzss~. ~ jFROPt7SEI?] FINAL JUDG~rfENT
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~c~ask v. ~HD~Ac~rn,4~b73

Tentafiive Rulings

This matter is on ft~r hearing an s~ver~l issues:

A. Rozanski's "reverse PRA petition" pursuant tc~ 1Viarken v. Santa Manisa-
l~a~i ~u Unified Schot~l District (2012) 24~ Cal..App. 4 ' 1250 seeking a wnt
prohi$iting CHCD frc~~n releasing ~eztain voice mils and emails to the Acarn and

Star new~pap~rs pursuant. to their CPR.A requests. Thy petition is c~ppt~sed Y~y
~HCD anti the Aeam.

B. Rozanski's mt~tic~n to quash a nt~t ce to appear served tin her by CHGD. The
motion is opposed by +C CDC.

'C. Rozanski's motion to stay this proceeding pending the outcome of a cr in~I
investigation and possible prosecution. t7p~osed by CHCD and the Acorn.

I~. Several nlot~az~s t~ s~~.l ~ rious pleadings that ~~~re f led under c ~.dit~~t~ai peal

in connection with the abt~ve petition and motions pending before the ct~urt.
Viotions opposed by CHCD and the Aca .

This writ prt~ceeding and accompanying motions are related to and are partially

the product of

-Fee dispute prt~ce~ding brought by CH+CD against Ferguson and heard through the

Venturi County Bar Association's Fie Arbitration Prograrrt.

-Ferguson v, CHAD, VCSC Into. 478 43. ~crntained within that case, is a petition

filed Iay ~H~T~ to enfc~rc~ a fie dispute sward in favor of CHCD and against

Ferguson through the Ventura County Bar Associatiar~'s Fee Arbitr~~ic~n Program.

-CIICD V. ROzr~]~7~1~1', V+CS~ I30.4$7t501.

-The CPRA requests by the Acorn and the Star for certain public recoz~ds related to

~ozanski and Ferguson..



`m a.

-An investigation bey the Ventura County District Attu en's office into possibte

~,vrangdo ng by Rozanski or Ferguson in respect to the a1i~:ged misuse of public

fiands.

With the vr~gaing background, the court makes the fallt~~ving nrder~:

1. In respect tv the voice mails and emails presented to the court fc~r review, CHCD

s free to exercise its discretion and release any voice mans Qr emails it deems

appropriate with the exception cif the fallowing, which CHCD is ~njc~ ned from

releasing;

a. Voice mails and email to ar from RQzanski €~r Ferguson related v their

respective medical condition, ~eatment ~r medications.

b, .ny ~rnals or attachments related tc~ Rc~zanski's communication with the

haw of~i~e~ cif Jackson, D~Mar~ct~, Tidus, and Peckenpaugh.

. In assessing the CPRA requests and Ro2anski's petition to enjoin CH~I~ from

releasing any documents pursuant to the requests, the threshold question is whether

~r not the requested documents are public records, which is defined as any re+~c~~d

created or maintained by a public agency that relates in any way to the business of

the public ~.gency. The recent. ~alifc~mia Supreme Court case of City ~f San Jose v.

Superior Gourt of Santa Clara. County, 2017 ~a~, LEXIS 1607, filed Marsh 2,

Zt117, acknow}edges that it "will not always be clear" whether or not ~ ~vt tiny is

related to public business Hire, this court believes that many seemingly private

cammun cations between Rozanski and Fergu~an must be read in the context cif

ath~r cr~ntemporanevus and clearly public communications to understand the

nature and canten# of the communications as a whale. For example, if certain

communications had been made by Rozanski to her spaus~, children, nr friends

a»d t~ios~ communicatit~ns were unrelated to her work as CEO o~ C C ?, then this

court wt~uld nc~t consider them t~ be public business rebated and would issue an

c~rd~r prohibiting their release. However, it is the public's business to know how

public money is spent, anti within that context, the communications betv~een

Rc~zanski and Ferguson shed light on the appr~opri~ateness afthe expenditures, and

if wrvngfui, how to ensure it dawn*t happen in the future,

3. Having determined that the vasi majority of the voice mails and emails were

related in a substantive way to the public's business, ~e court then cc~nsidereti

whether the release of the materials was prohibited by either Gov't Code §6254 or,

X6255, or some ether specific law. The court could find no grcrhih tiara. Finally,



.~.

the c+~urt considered Rozanski's right. to privacy. The court finds t .at Rozan~ki

+~c~uld nt~t have had an expectation ofpriva~~ in the materials t~ecause t~f the

waivers she signed. at the time the cell phone and computer at issue urere issued to

her. .And, to the extent that she may have har an expectation cif privacy, the right

to privacy is outweighed by the public right to access tQ information related to a

significant public issue.

~. 'T~o be dear, the court is not ordering GHCD to retease anything t~ the Act~m or

t~~ Si~ar pursuant to their requests. How EHGD choc~s~s #o respond is within its

discretion-subject o the limited exclusions set forth abtave, If the Aram ar the Stagy'

are not satisfied with what they receive, then presumably they w tl ale #heir own

petition. far the release cif additional documents. Similarly, the court is not

addressing or making any orders ire respect to wh :t ~CHCT~ may ar may not do with

any of the dt~~uments it has in its p~rss~essit~n related to Razanski or Fergust~n.

5. 'T`he previously issued preliminary injunction prohibiting the reieas~ a~~certain

t t~c~tments is terminated.

~, ~'he request to seal all pleadings suh~nitted under cot~dit~~nal set ~s d~ni~d,

with the exception that any references to the items addressed in la anc Ib shall be

redacted. ~c~un el fc~r Rozanski and ~H~D shall meet and confer and advise the

clerk's office which documents need to be redacted. A11 such pleadings,. with the

ink: sated r~eda~#ions., are ordered filed.

7. T`he request t4 s#ay these p viceeding~ i~ denied..

8. In light c~ the above ruling, the cr~urt teems the issue of the my ian to quash the

~c~~ ce to appear to be moot.

9. The c+~urt is re sc~ ~.bty sure that one ar ill of the parties will nc~t be in

agreement with all or a part ofthis order. Because of the gcrssible prejudicial

effect c~ the Qrder, enforcement €~f the order is stayed unfit April 28, Zt117 at S;UO

p.m,
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'TATS C3F CALTFORI~tA, +Ct3U TY t}F VENTUitA:

I am employed in t~r~ Caur~ty of Ventura, State of California. I am truer the age of l8 ar~d not a party to the

within action. My business ~ddr~~ is ] O50 S. Kimball Rd.

On April ~(~1?, T served D the original i81 a tarue ct~py of the fc~rtgaing document descr►bed
ss [1'ROPOSEDj Frll~i~1L Ji7A~MENT, which is rel end t~ the action sxyledCl•1C13 v .1r~ne Ro~unski, Ventura_
Superior Court Case itilu. 36-2~11i=00489673-GU-MC-YTA, ors the person car persons listed on the attached Service:
list as follows:

(~1 BY MAIL: 1 er~c~vsed the above-described document in (an) envetope{s) with stage thereon fully pre-paid:

a~sd addressed as set forth ~~ the attac~~d Service List. 1 am ~^eadily familiar with FERGUSON CAST ORR I,
PATERSON LLP's practice o~ co~l~+ct'i0n ~d processing correspondence ~cr~' ~tnail with the U.S. Postal Service.

Pursuant to that practice, I p(ace~ ~►e above-described envelope into the Firm's de5ignatcd receptacle, of which the
contents are to be deposited with the U.S. (postal Service on that same day at Venturi, California in the ordinary course

of business. 1 am aware that on motion of the party served, service is presurt~e~i invalid iftt,e postal cancellation date'
or postage meter date is more than one day after the date stated herein.

D BY EXPRESS M1lIL: I enclosed the atrave-ciescrib+~ti document in (~n} envelope{s) with E~cpress Mail
postage fully pre-paid and addressed as set Forth on the attached. Service Nisi. I placed the above-described envelope
into a post office, mailbox, subpost ogee, substation, or mail chute, ~r ot~~r ~ikc facility regularly maintained by the
United States Postal Service for receipt of Express Mail. i

❑ SY QYERNIGHT DELTYERY: !enclosed the above-described document in (ar~~ enveaop sj of a type

designated by the cxpmss service carrier for overnight delivery with delivery fees fuih~ ~cre~paid or proviided for and;

addressed as set Earth nn the anached Service List. I O placed the above-described envelope info s box or 8ther'

facility regularly maintained 6y the express service carrierJt~ delivered the above-described envelope i~ a~ auihorir~d=

courier or driver autharirxd by the express service cornier to receive documents.

CCU BY PER501VAt1 SERVICE: 1 p~rsonal3y delivered the above-described document t~~

~ a patty to this action; Q an attorney for _ __. ,µ'ho is a

pa~#y to this actiat~, by leaving #h~ docwntnt at the attorney"s offices ire an envelope clearly labeled to identify thej

atit~ hein~, served tivit6 _ v _ .._~...~. _.... _., a s~tion st trr a person having charge the office; at j

Q a.m. II p.ma on . _ _ _ , ~~ r

from (8D 659-681$ ~a ea h ~acssimp ,le number 1 ceaSUa he attach ~d Servicde~t.ist at ni 
to be s 

D a m~I C7 p m on

the date set forth abt~ve. Each fax transmission was reported as complete and without error, and each trans~mtss~on

report attacf~ed hertt~o was prtsper~y issued by the sending fax machine, ',

C] BX ~LEGTROI~IIC 'i'RAIVSMISSIt}N: 1 served a€rue copy of the daru~nt elecFronitaEiy in F~artabl~

i)ocumant Forma {PDF~ y transmitting it from _._ ___W..____. _.~fcoplaw.co to the eiecctronic service address(es)'

(smalls), as indicated on the attached Service List at _ _ _. D ~.nre. D p.in. a~ the date sei ft~t~th strove.

(St~te~ I declare under penalty of Ferjui?' unci~r the taws crf the Mate of Californ's~ that. the above is true

and correct.

D (Federal} i declare that I am employed in the ofTice of a member of the bar of this Court at tivhose

directicr~ the service wms made..

Executed on April 2U17, az Venturi, California.

l+essca Hatx~me

1~ xcard~zsc~e wstA the C~ifma s Cale csf L ~~ it Pr«tdurc and Risks of Corm rt lsng scrvme. an extxa#cd copy of ttus Proof o[ Secvioe is an fik

Fer~uwon Case (ks Poi n i.LP uid w71 be made soailable ~r plw~aeapy~ng and » Myoa ups+ a *z4u~t rn~ Dw~ua~+t to iiabk srannary provisiass.

~r~:ao~ o~ s~xv~c



SERVICE :LIST

Anr3rev~ Gilfard, Esq.
Jessica. Cc~rpuz, Esq.
Weintraub Tobin
10250 Constellation Blvd., Ste. 29~}
Las Angeles, CA 9{106'7
Telephone:
Facsimile:
:Email: agilford@eintraub.cfl
Attorneys for Defendant Jane Rozanski

Katie Tavuns~nd, Esq.
Reporters Committee for Freedom of the Press
l 156 15th Sir~et N W, Suite 125{?

N

Washington, DC 20005
~ ~ r Telephony:
a ~~ Facsimile:

~ Email: ktawnsend{n~rcfp.arg
Attorneys for Real Party in Interest ~Casnar llo Ac~rr~
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