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Summary 

1. Whitehead v. City of Oakland – Dangerous condiƟon; release of liability not effecƟve 
2. ResƟvo v. City of Petaluma – Dangerous condiƟon; general noƟce is not enough 
3. Tindall v. County of Nevada  - Dangerous condiƟon; parking lot is a street 
4. Tillinghast v. L.A. Unified School District – Failure to train on use of AED machines 
5. Estate of Soakai v. Abdelaziz – Police pursuit not enƟtled to qualified immunity based on facts 
6. A.B. v. County of San Diego – Restraint asphyxiaƟon dismissal reversed post-MSJ appeal 
7. Hubbard v. City of San Diego – Teaching yoga is free speech which could not be barred by City 
8. Animal ProtecƟon & Rescue v. County of Riverside – Threat of arrest in response to protest 
9. Coyote AviaƟon Corp. v. City of Redlands  - WriƩen terms of lease enforced in favor of City 
10. Stanley v. City of Stanford – ADA discriminaƟon does not extend to reƟrees 
11. Ames v. Ohio Department of Youth Services – Majority group discriminaƟon has same rules 
12. Sacramento Television StaƟons Inc. v. Superior Court – CPRA: EnƟty must prove basis to withhold 
13. E.I. v. El Segundo Unified School Dist. – Decisions to address bullies do not get immunity 
14. Taylor v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. – District immune for non-school related conduct 
15. Allos v. Poway Unified School Dist.– Immunity for decisions related to control of disease 
16. Lampkin v. County of L.A. – Labor Code 1102.5; Must win for prevailing party aƩorney fees 
17. Brown v. City of Inglewood – Labor Code 1102.5; Elected officials are not employees 
 

Cases and Analysis 

DANGEROUS CONDITION OF PUBLIC PROPERTY – RELEASE OF LIABILITY 
 
Whitehead v. City of Oakland  
California Supreme Court 
Docket: S284303  
Opinion Date: May 1, 2025 
Judge: Kelli M. Evans  
Areas of Law: Civil Procedure, Contracts, Personal Injury  
 
Summary Rules: 
A general release of liability executed for an event is not sufficient to release a public enƟty from liability 
when it has a statutory obligaƟon to maintain its property.  
 
Facts: 
Ty Whitehead suffered a serious head injury during a bicycle training ride for a charity fundraiser due to a 
large pothole on Skyline Boulevard in Oakland. Whitehead alleged that the City of Oakland breached its 
statutory duty to maintain a safe roadway. Prior to the ride, Whitehead signed a release and waiver of 
liability, which included a provision discharging the City from any liability for negligence. 
The Alameda County Superior Court granted summary judgment in favor of the City, holding that the 
release was valid and enforceable, thus barring Whitehead’s claim. The court reasoned that the release did 
not affect the public interest, relying on the mulƟfactor test from Tunkl v. Regents of University of 



 

 

California. The Court of Appeal affirmed the trial court’s decision, also relying on the Tunkl framework. 
 
Holding and Analysis: 
The Supreme Court of California reviewed the case and concluded that the release was against public policy 
under Civil Code secƟon 1668, which prohibits contracts that exempt a party from responsibility for their 
own fraud, willful injury, or violaƟon of law. The court held that an agreement to exculpate a party for 
future violaƟons of a statutory duty designed to protect public safety is unenforceable. The court reversed 
the judgment of the Court of Appeal and remanded the case for further proceedings, allowing the City to 
argue the doctrine of primary assumpƟon of risk on remand. 
 

DANGEROUS CONDITION OF PUBLIC PROPERTY – NOTICE OF CONDITION 
 
ResƟvo v. City of Petaluma  
Docket: A169918(First Appellate District)  
Opinion Date: May 20, 2025 
Judge: Kathleen M. Banke  
Areas of Law: Government & AdministraƟve Law, Personal Injury  
 
Summary Rules: 
The City’s general noƟce of street condiƟon via its pavement improvement plan was not sufficient to 
establish noƟce of a specific defect. 
 
Facts: 
PlainƟff Jennifer ResƟvo was skateboarding on a residenƟal street in Petaluma, California, when her 
skateboard wheel caught in a large crack, causing her to fall and sustain a serious arm injury. She alleged 
that the City of Petaluma was negligent in maintaining the street and that the city had sufficient noƟce of 
the dangerous condiƟon to repair it before her accident. The city moved for summary judgment, arguing 
that it had neither actual nor construcƟve noƟce of the dangerous condiƟon. 
 
The Sonoma County Superior Court granted summary judgment in favor of the city. The court found that 
there was no triable issue of material fact regarding the city's noƟce of the dangerous condiƟon. The court 
noted that the city had maintained records of complaints about city streets for over ten years and had 
received no complaints about the street in quesƟon. AddiƟonally, the city engineer tesƟfied that the city 
had conducted inspecƟons of the street and found no significant issues that required repair. 
 
Holding and Analysis: 
The California Court of Appeal, First Appellate District, reviewed the case and affirmed the trial court's 
decision. The appellate court held that the city had neither actual nor construcƟve noƟce of the dangerous 
condiƟon. The court emphasized that the city's inspecƟon and maintenance pracƟces, including the bi-
annual pavement condiƟon reports and subsequent inspecƟons, did not reveal the specific crack that 
caused the plainƟff's fall. The court also noted that the plainƟff's expert's opinion did not provide sufficient 
evidence to establish that the city had noƟce of the dangerous condiƟon. The main holding of the appellate 
court was that the city did not have actual or construcƟve noƟce of the dangerous condiƟon that caused 
the plainƟff's injury, and therefore, the city was not liable for the plainƟff's injuries. The judgment in favor 
of the city was affirmed. 

 
DANGEROUS CONDITION OF PUBLIC PROPERTY – WEATHER IMMUNITY 

 
Tindall v. County of Nevada  
Docket: C099205(Third Appellate District)  



 

 

Opinion Date: June 18, 2025 
Judge: Stacy Boulware Eurie  
Areas of Law: Government & AdministraƟve Law, Personal Injury  
 
Summary Rules: 
The parking lot of a public building is considered a street for purposes of weather immunity. 
 
Facts: 
Rhonna Tindall, a correcƟonal nurse working in the County jail in Nevada City, slipped on a layer of ice in a 
parking lot owned by the County of Nevada and injured her knee. Tindall knew it had snowed, wore snow 
boots to work, went for a walk at lunch in the melƟng snow, but slipped when she leŌ work aŌer the 
melted snow froze again and became ice. She sued the County, alleging that the icy parking lot was a 
dangerous condiƟon of public property under Government Code secƟons 830 and 835. The County moved 
for summary judgment, claiming immunity under secƟon 831, which provides that a public enƟty is not 
liable for injuries caused by weather condiƟons affecƟng the use of streets and highways. 
 
The trial court granted the County’s moƟon for summary judgment, ruling that the parking lot was a 
“street” or “highway” within the meaning of secƟon 831, and that the County was enƟtled to “weather 
immunity.” The court also found that a reasonably careful person would have anƟcipated the potenƟal 
existence of slippery ice in the parking lot. Tindall appealed, arguing that secƟon 831 immunity does not 
apply to parking lots, that the dangerous condiƟon resulted from a combinaƟon of weather and other 
factors, and that the County did not meet its burden to show that a reasonably careful person would have 
anƟcipated the ice. 
 
Holding and Analysis: 
The California Court of Appeal, Third Appellate District, reviewed the case. The court concluded that the 
parking lot is a “street” within the meaning of secƟon 831, largely based on the Vehicle Code’s definiƟon of 
“street” as a publicly maintained place open to the public for vehicular travel. The court found Tindall’s 
arguments unpersuasive and determined that the County was not liable for her injury caused by the 
weather condiƟon. The court also held that Tindall’s arguments regarding the combinaƟon of weather with 
other factors and the reasonably careful person standard were forfeited on appeal. The judgment of the 
trial court was affirmed. 
 

NEGLIGENT TRAINING REGARDING AED UTILIZATION 
 
Tillinghast v. L.A. Unified School District  
Docket: B332299(Second Appellate District)  
Opinion Date: May 5, 2025 
Judge: John Shepard Wiley Jr.  
Areas of Law: Civil Procedure, Personal Injury  
 
Summary Rules: 
District responsible to train employees on use of AED when AED was on site.  
 
Facts: 
Maxwell Tillinghast, a 13-year-old student, collapsed from sudden cardiac arrest while jogging during a 
physical educaƟon class at Palms Middle School. Although the school had a defibrillator in the main office, 
the teachers were unaware of its presence. Despite being trained to use a defibrillator, the teachers could 
not uƟlize it, leading to Tillinghast's death. His father sued the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) 
and several employees, alleging negligence for failing to inform the teachers about the defibrillator. 



 

 

 
The Superior Court of Los Angeles County heard the case, where the jury focused on whether Tillinghast's 
latent heart defect would have been fatal even if the teachers had known about the defibrillator. The jury 
found the school district negligent and awarded Tillinghast's father $15 million in damages. The jury 
exonerated the school principal, Dr. Derek Moriuchi, from negligence. 
 
Holding and Analysis: 
The LAUSD appealed to the Court of Appeal of the State of California, Second Appellate District, Division 
Eight, arguing that the trial court erred in giving a specific jury instrucƟon (CACI No. 423) related to public 
enƟty liability for failure to perform a mandatory duty. The appellate court found that the school district 
had forfeited its objecƟons to this instrucƟon by not raising the issue during the trial. AddiƟonally, the court 
noted that the school district had conceded mistakes were made regarding the defibrillator's availability 
and training. 
 
The Court of Appeal affirmed the judgment, holding that the evidence supported the jury's verdict and that 
the school district's failure to inform the teachers about the defibrillator consƟtuted negligence. The court 
awarded costs to the respondent, Tillinghast's father. 
 

POLICE PURSUIT – QUALIFIED IMMUNITY DENIED BASED ON FACTS 
 
Estate of Soakai v. Abdelaziz  
Docket: 23-4466 (Ninth Circuit) 
Opinion Date: May 16, 2025 
Judge: Susan Graber  
Areas of Law: Civil Rights  
 
Summary Rules: 
The specific facts of a police pursuit and its aŌermath may eliminate applicaƟon of qualified immunity if the 
evidence demonstrates that the officers did not act with an appropriate law enfrocement purpose.  
 
Facts: 
A group of innocent bystanders was injured when a fleeing suspect lost control of his car and crashed into 
them during a high-speed police chase. The plainƟffs, including the estate of a deceased individual and 
several injured parƟes, alleged that the police officers conducted the chase with the intent to harm the 
suspect and failed to provide or summon emergency services aŌer the crash. 
 
The United States District Court for the Northern District of California denied the officers' moƟon for 
judgment on the pleadings based on qualified immunity. The officers appealed, arguing that they were 
enƟtled to qualified immunity because the plainƟffs did not state a claim for a violaƟon of their 
consƟtuƟonal rights. 
 
 
Holding and Analysis: 
The United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit affirmed the district court's decision. The court held 
that the plainƟffs plausibly alleged a substanƟve due process claim by asserƟng that the officers conducted 
the high-speed chase with a purpose to harm the suspect, which exceeded any legiƟmate law enforcement 
purpose. The court also held that the law was clearly established that such conduct was unconsƟtuƟonal, 
thus the officers were not enƟtled to qualified immunity. 
 
AddiƟonally, the court addressed the plainƟffs' state-created danger claim, holding that the officers' failure 



 

 

to summon or render emergency services aŌer the crash, despite witnessing the injuries, consƟtuted 
deliberate indifference to a known danger. The court concluded that the plainƟffs plausibly alleged that the 
officers' acƟons violated clearly established law, and therefore, the officers were not enƟtled to qualified 
immunity on this claim either. The court emphasized that its decision was based on the unique facts of the 
case and did not preclude the possibility of qualified immunity being granted at a later stage. 
 

POLICE USE OF FORCE – RESTRAINT ASPHYXIATION 
 

A.B. v. County of San Diego  
Docket: D084376M (Fourth Appellate District)  
Opinion Date: July 18, 2025 
Judge: MarƟn Buchanan  
Areas of Law: Civil Rights, Criminal Law, Legal Ethics, Personal Injury, Professional MalpracƟce & Ethics  
 
Summary Rules: 
GranƟng a defendant’s MSJ not appropriate when an expert opinion from the plainƟff states that the use of 
force could be deemed excessive, which creates a triable issue of material fact.  
 
Facts: 
Kristopher Birtcher, experiencing a mental health crisis due to abuse of methamphetamine, was reported to 
law enforcement by a Hobby Lobby manager. Birtcher, unarmed and not threatening anyone, was detained 
by sheriff’s depuƟes. During the detenƟon, Birtcher aƩempted to flee but was subdued by mulƟple depuƟes 
who restrained him in a prone posiƟon, applying bodyweight pressure to his back. Despite Birtcher’s pleas 
that he could not breathe, the depuƟes maintained the restraint, and Birtcher eventually stopped moving 
and died from asphyxiaƟon and sudden cardiac arrest. 
 
In the Superior Court of San Diego County, the trial court granted summary judgment in favor of the 
defendants, finding no triable issues of material fact regarding the excessive force claim. The court 
concluded that the depuƟes’ acƟons were in accordance with their training and that Birtcher’s restraint was 
proper. The court also ruled that plainƟff failed to establish a legal basis for the negligent training claim 
against Sheriff William D. Gore. 
 
Holding and Analysis: 
The California Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division One, reviewed the case. The court 
reversed the trial court’s decision, holding that there were indeed triable issues of material fact regarding 
the excessive force used by the depuƟes. The appellate court found that the evidence, including expert 
tesƟmony, suggested that the depuƟes’ use of bodyweight pressure on Birtcher while he was restrained in a 
prone posiƟon could be considered excessive force. The court also held that the trial court erred in granƟng 
summary judgment on the negligent training claim against Sheriff Gore, as there was a statutory basis for 
the claim and evidence suggesƟng his involvement in the training policies. The appellate court reversed the 
judgment in favor of all defendants and remanded the maƩer for further proceedings. 

 
FIRST AMENDMENT - FREE SPEECH 

 
Hubbard v. City of San Diego  
Docket: 24-4613 (Ninth Circuit) 
Opinion Date: June 4, 2025 
Judge: Holly Thomas  
Areas of Law: ConsƟtuƟonal Law  
 



 

 

Summary Rules: 
Teaching free yoga classes at public parks is protected free speech and the City had no authority to ban 
such acƟviƟes by ordinance.  
 
Facts: 
Two yoga teachers, Steven Hubbard and Amy Baack, challenged the City of San Diego's ordinance 
prohibiƟng teaching yoga to four or more persons at the City’s shoreline parks or beaches. They argued that 
this prohibiƟon violated their First Amendment rights. The ordinance defined teaching yoga as a non-
expressive acƟvity and prohibited it without the City’s permission, even if offered for free. Hubbard and 
Baack, who offered free yoga classes in these parks, were stopped by City park rangers and issued infracƟon 
Ɵckets for violaƟng the ordinance. 
 
The United States District Court for the Southern District of California denied their moƟon for a preliminary 
injuncƟon. The court found that teaching yoga was not protected speech under the First Amendment and 
that the City’s prohibiƟon was a valid Ɵme, place, and manner restricƟon. The court also concluded that 
issuing an injuncƟon was not in the public interest, as the City had not banned yoga enƟrely but had 
restricted it to non-shoreline parks. 
 
Holding and Analysis: 
The United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit reviewed the case and reversed the district court’s 
decision. The appellate court held that teaching yoga is protected speech under the First Amendment 
because it involves communicaƟng and disseminaƟng informaƟon about yoga’s philosophy and pracƟce. 
The court found that the City’s ordinance was content-based, as it specifically targeted yoga, and thus failed 
strict scruƟny. The City did not demonstrate a compelling interest or narrow tailoring to jusƟfy the 
prohibiƟon. The court concluded that Hubbard and Baack were likely to succeed on the merits of their as-
applied First Amendment claim, would suffer irreparable harm without an injuncƟon, and that the balance 
of equiƟes and public interest favored granƟng the injuncƟon. The case was remanded with instrucƟons to 
enter a preliminary injuncƟon in favor of Hubbard and Baack. 
 

LAW ENFORCEMENT - PROTEST TO RESPONSE 
 
Animal ProtecƟon and Rescue v. County of Riverside  
Docket: D085176(Fourth Appellate District)  
Opinion Date: June 4, 2025 
Judge: Julia Craig Kelety  
Areas of Law: Civil Procedure, Civil Rights  
 
Summary Rules: 
Law enforcement threat of arrest in response to protest is not a violaƟon of Ralph Act or Bane Act since its 
not violence or inƟmidaƟon. 
 
Facts:  
In June 2018, Leslie Davies and volunteers from the Animal ProtecƟon and Rescue League, Inc. protested 
against a pet store in a Temecula shopping mall, alleging the store sourced dogs from puppy mills. They 
were asked by mall officials to move their protest due to a table reservaƟon conflict. When Davies refused, 
Riverside Sheriff’s Deputy Rudy Leso threatened her with arrest if she did not comply. Davies requested a 
citaƟon instead, but Leso insisted on arrest. Consequently, Davies and the volunteers leŌ the area. 
 
The plainƟffs, Davies and the League, filed a lawsuit against the County of Riverside and Deputy Leso in 
August 2019. The Superior Court of Riverside County sustained demurrers without leave to amend for 



 

 

several causes of acƟon, including negligence, Bane Act, and Ralph Act claims. The court also granted 
summary judgment in favor of the defendants on the remaining cause of acƟon for declaratory relief. 
 
Holding and Analysis: 
The California Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, reviewed the case. The court affirmed the lower 
court’s decisions, finding no error. It held that Davies’s negligence claim failed because she did not allege 
physical injury or a breach of duty. The Ralph Act claim was dismissed as the threat of arrest did not 
consƟtute violence. The Bane Act claim was also dismissed because the threat of arrest alone did not 
amount to coercion or inƟmidaƟon. Lastly, the court upheld the summary judgment on the declaratory 
relief claim, noƟng there was no actual controversy since the County agreed that mall rules are not laws 
and cannot provide probable cause for arrest. The appellate court affirmed the judgment in favor of the 
County and Deputy Leso. 

CONTRACT LAW - LEASE OF HANGAR FROM CITY 
 
Coyote AviaƟon Corp. v. City of Redlands  
Docket: E081591(Fourth Appellate District)  
Opinion Date: June 5, 2025 
Judge: Douglas Miller  
Areas of Law: Contracts, Real Estate & Property Law  
 
Summary Rules: WriƩen terminaƟon date of lease remained in effect despite later amendment which did 
not change the date. Leasee ordered to vacate despite sending late noƟce to exercise opƟon to extend.  
 
Facts: 
Coyote AviaƟon CorporaƟon (Coyote) entered into a 20-year lease with the City of Redlands (City) on April 
4, 2000, for property at the Redlands Municipal Airport. The lease included two 15-year opƟons to extend. 
An amended lease was signed on September 5, 2000, with the same terminaƟon date of April 4, 2020. 
Coyote believed the lease should terminate on September 5, 2020, but no wriƩen amendment was made. 
In June 2020, Coyote aƩempted to exercise the extension opƟon, but the City rejected it, staƟng the lease 
had already terminated. The City issued a 30-day noƟce to quit, and Coyote filed a lawsuit for breach of 
contract and other claims. 
 
The Superior Court of San Bernardino County sustained the City’s demurrer to Coyote’s first amended 
complaint (FAC) and entered judgment against Coyote. The court found that Coyote failed to provide Ɵmely 
wriƩen noƟce to exercise the extension opƟon as required by the lease. The court also rejected Coyote’s 
claims of breach of the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing, declaratory relief, and promissory 
estoppel, finding no clear promise by the City to amend the lease terminaƟon date. 
 
The City filed an unlawful detainer acƟon when Coyote did not vacate the property. The trial court granted 
summary judgment in favor of the City, ordering Coyote to vacate. The court found no triable issues of fact 
regarding the Ɵmeliness of Coyote’s noƟce to exercise the extension opƟon and rejected Coyote’s 
arguments of estoppel and waiver. 
 
Holding and Analysis: 
The California Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, affirmed the trial court’s decisions. 
The court held that the lease’s terms were clear and unambiguous, requiring wriƩen noƟce to exercise the 
extension opƟon. The court also found that City officials did not have the authority to amend the lease 
orally or accept late noƟce. The court upheld the trial court’s rulings on the demurrer and summary 
judgment, denying Coyote’s claims and requests for leave to amend. 
 



 

 

EMPLOYMENT – DISCRIMINATION BASED ON DISABILITY 
 
Stanley v. City of Stanford  
Supreme Court of the United States 
Docket: 23-997  
Opinion Date: June 20, 2025 
Judge: Neil Gorsuch  
Areas of Law: Civil Rights, ConsƟtuƟonal Law  
 
Summary Rules: 
ADA protecƟons do not extend to reƟrees just because they reƟred due to disability. ProtecƟons only 
extend to individuals that held or desired to hold a posiƟon but for the discriminaƟon.  
 
Facts: 
Karyn Stanley, a firefighter for the City of Sanford, Florida, since 1999, was forced to reƟre in 2018 due to a 
disability. When she was hired, the City provided health insurance unƟl age 65 for reƟrees with 25 years of 
service or those who reƟred due to disability. In 2003, the City revised its policy, limiƟng health insurance to 
24 months for those reƟring due to disability. Stanley, who reƟred under the revised policy, received only 
24 months of health insurance. 
 
Stanley sued the City, alleging that the revised policy violated the Americans with DisabiliƟes Act (ADA) by 
discriminaƟng against those who reƟre due to disability. The district court dismissed her ADA claim, staƟng 
that the alleged discriminaƟon occurred aŌer her reƟrement, making her not a "qualified individual" under 
Title I of the ADA, as she no longer held or sought a job with the City. The Eleventh Circuit affirmed the 
district court's decision. 
 
Holding and Analysis: 
The Supreme Court of the United States reviewed the case and affirmed the lower courts' decisions. The 
Court held that to prevail under §12112(a) of the ADA, a plainƟff must prove that they held or desired a job 
and could perform its essenƟal funcƟons with or without reasonable accommodaƟon at the Ɵme of the 
alleged discriminaƟon. The Court concluded that the ADA's protecƟons do not extend to reƟrees who 
neither hold nor seek a job. The judgment of the Eleventh Circuit was affirmed, upholding the dismissal of 
Stanley's ADA claim. 
 

EMPLOYMENT – DISCRIMINATION BASED ON SEXUAL ORIENTATION 
 
Ames v. Ohio Department of Youth Services  
Supreme Court of the United States 
Docket: 23-1039  
Opinion Date: June 5, 2025 
Judge: Ketanji Brown Jackson  
Areas of Law: Civil Rights, Labor & Employment Law  
 
Summary Rules:  
DiscriminaƟon alleged by majority group member need not show addiƟonal evidence on background 
circumstances to establish claim of retaliaƟon and discriminaƟon. The rules are the same for minority 
discriminaƟon and majority discriminaƟon.  
 
Facts: 
Marlean Ames, a heterosexual woman, worked for the Ohio Department of Youth Services since 2004. In 



 

 

2019, she applied for a management posiƟon but was passed over in favor of a lesbian woman. 
Subsequently, Ames was demoted from her role as a program administrator, and a gay man was hired to fill 
her previous posiƟon. Ames filed a lawsuit under Title VII, alleging discriminaƟon based on her sexual 
orientaƟon. 
 
The District Court granted summary judgment to the agency, applying the McDonnell Douglas framework 
for evaluaƟng disparate-treatment claims. The court held that Ames failed to make a prima facie case of 
discriminaƟon because she did not show "background circumstances" suggesƟng the agency discriminated 
against majority-group members. The Sixth Circuit affirmed, requiring Ames to meet this addiƟonal burden 
as a straight woman. 
 
Holding and Analysis: 
The Supreme Court of the United States reviewed the case. The Court held that the Sixth Circuit's 
"background circumstances" rule, which imposes a heightened evidenƟary standard on majority-group 
plainƟffs, is inconsistent with Title VII's text and precedents. Title VII prohibits discriminaƟon against any 
individual based on protected characterisƟcs without disƟnguishing between majority and minority groups. 
The Court vacated the judgment and remanded the case for applicaƟon of the proper prima facie standard 
under Title VII. 
 
Sacramento Television StaƟons Inc. v. Superior Court  
Docket: C102316 (Third Appellate District)  
Opinion Date: June 6, 2025 
Judge: Stacy Boulware Eurie  
Areas of Law: Civil Procedure, Government & AdministraƟve Law  
 
Summary Rules: 
A public enƟty claiming exempƟon from disclosure under the CPRA, will need to establish why a parƟal 
producƟon is sufficient and why addiƟonal  
 
Facts: 
In this case, Sacramento Television StaƟons Inc. (Sac TV) sought addiƟonal audio and video recordings from 
the City of Roseville (City) under the California Public Records Act (CPRA). The recordings pertained to an 
incident on April 6, 2023, where Roseville Police Department (Roseville PD) officers discharged firearms at a 
suspect, Eric J. Abril, resulƟng in injuries and a fatality. The City provided limited footage, arguing that 
further disclosure would interfere with an acƟve invesƟgaƟon. 
 
The Superior Court of Placer County ruled that the City had shown by clear and convincing evidence that 
releasing more footage would substanƟally interfere with the ongoing invesƟgaƟon into Abril's criminal 
case. Consequently, the court denied Sac TV's peƟƟon for addiƟonal recordings. Sac TV then filed a peƟƟon 
for writ of mandate in the California Court of Appeal, Third Appellate District, seeking to overturn the 
superior court's decision. 
The California Court of Appeal reviewed the case and concluded that the superior court's finding of an 
"acƟve invesƟgaƟon" was not supported by substanƟal evidence. The appellate court determined that the 
City had not provided sufficient detail to demonstrate how further disclosure would interfere with an acƟve 
invesƟgaƟon. The court also found that the superior court correctly interpreted that more disclosure was 
required under subdivision (e) of secƟon 7923.625 of the Government Code, but it had not determined the 
extent of addiƟonal disclosure needed. 
 
Holding and Analysis: 
The Court of Appeal vacated the superior court's ruling and directed it to hold further proceedings, 



 

 

including an in camera review of the City's recordings, to determine the extent of addiƟonal disclosure 
required. The appellate court emphasized the importance of providing sufficient context to understand the 
events captured in the recordings, as mandated by the CPRA. 
 

DISCRETIONARY IMMUNITY 
 
E.I. v. El Segundo Unified School Dist.  
Docket: B325733 (Second Appellate District)  
Opinion Date: June 13, 2025 
Judge: Victor Viramontes  
Areas of Law: Civil Procedure, EducaƟon Law, Government & AdministraƟve Law, Personal Injury  
 
Summary Rules: 
DiscreƟonary immunity under Gov. Code §820.2 does not protect decisions which are operaƟonal in nature 
rather than decisions related to policy.  
 
 
Facts: 
A student, E.I., aƩended El Segundo Middle School during the 2017-2018 school year and experienced 
bullying from classmates, parƟcularly Skylar. Despite E.I. and her parents repeatedly reporƟng the bullying 
to school officials, including the principal and counselor, the school failed to take effecƟve acƟon. The 
bullying included verbal harassment, social media abuse, and physical aggression, which led E.I. to self-
harm and develop PTSD and depression. The school’s anƟ-bullying policies were not adequately followed by 
the staff. 
 
The case was iniƟally reviewed by the Superior Court of Los Angeles County, where a jury found the El 
Segundo Unified School District negligent and awarded E.I. $1 million in damages. The District moved for a 
new trial and for judgment notwithstanding the verdict, both of which were denied by the court. 
 
Holding and Analysis: 
The California Court of Appeal, Second Appellate District, reviewed the case. The District argued several 
points on appeal, including errors in allowing reliance on certain EducaƟon Code provisions, claims of 
immunity under Government Code secƟon 820.2, insufficient evidence of causaƟon, improper 
consideraƟon of a negligent training and supervision theory, admission of expert tesƟmony, and aƩorney 
misconduct during closing arguments. The appellate court found that many of the District’s arguments 
were either waived or lacked merit. The court held that the District was not immune from liability under 
Government Code secƟon 820.2, as the acƟons in quesƟon were operaƟonal rather than policy decisions. 
The court also found substanƟal evidence supporƟng the jury’s causaƟon finding and determined that any 
potenƟal errors were not prejudicial. Consequently, the appellate court affirmed the judgment in favor of 
E.I. 

EMPLOYMENT – IMMUNITY FOR PERSONAL WORK OUTSIDE OF EMPLOYMENT 
 
Taylor v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist.  
Docket: B333718 (Second Appellate District)  
Opinion Date: July 2, 2025 
Judge: Rashida A. Adams  
Areas of Law: EducaƟon Law, Personal Injury  
 
Summary Rules: 
School District immune from liability for death caused by employee, when the employee was off campus 



 

 

babysiƫng for the plainƟff, which was not a school acƟvity and where the District had no supervisory 
responsibility.  
 
Facts: 
Kenya Taylor hired Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) employee Tyler MarƟn-Brand (a part Ɵme 
playground worker) to babysit her six-year-old son, Dayvon, during the winter break in 2019. She relied on 
MarƟn-Brand’s employment with LAUSD as a sort of affirmaƟon of his trustworthiness when making the 
decision to hire him. LAUSD policy prhobited intereacƟon with students outside of school. Tragically, 
MarƟn-Brand killed Dayvon by phsycially beaƟng him to death. Taylor sued LAUSD, alleging negligent hiring 
and supervision of MarƟn-Brand. A jury found in favor of Taylor, awarding her $30 million in damages. 
LAUSD appealed the trial court's denial of its moƟon for judgment notwithstanding the verdict (JNOV) and 
the judgment itself. 
 
The Superior Court of Los Angeles County denied LAUSD's moƟons for JNOV and a new trial, asserƟng that 
LAUSD was immune from liability under EducaƟon Code secƟon 44808. The jury had found LAUSD negligent 
in hiring and supervising MarƟn-Brand, aƩribuƟng 90% of the fault to LAUSD and 10% to Taylor. 
 
Holding and Analysis: 
The Court of Appeal of the State of California, Second Appellate District, Division Three, reviewed the case. 
The court concluded that LAUSD was immune from liability for Dayvon’s off-campus death under EducaƟon 
Code secƟon 44808, which limits school district liability for student injuries occurring off school property 
unless the district has specifically undertaken responsibility for the student. The court found that Dayvon’s 
death did not occur during any school-sponsored acƟvity or under LAUSD’s supervision. Consequently, the 
court reversed the trial court's order and judgment, direcƟng the trial court to enter judgment in favor of 
LAUSD. 
 

EMPLOYMENT – IMMUNITY FOR DECISIONS RELATED TO PREVENTING DISEASE 
 
Allos v. Poway Unified School District  
Docket: D084062 (Fourth Appellate District)  
Opinion Date: July 7, 2025 
Judge: Judith McConnell  
Areas of Law: Government & AdministraƟve Law, Labor & Employment Law 
 
Summary Rules: 
Public enƟƟes are enƟtled to immunity for decisions related prevenƟng or controlling disease even whether 
the decision is to disallow a person to work exclusively from home. 
 
Facts: 
Kheloud Allos filed a lawsuit against her former employer, Poway Unified School District (PUSD), alleging 
violaƟons of the Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) and the Labor Code. Allos claimed that PUSD's 
refusal to allow her to work exclusively from home during the COVID-19 pandemic consƟtuted disability 
discriminaƟon, failure to provide reasonable accommodaƟon, failure to engage in an interacƟve process, 
associaƟonal discriminaƟon, and retaliaƟon. She also alleged that PUSD failed to maintain a safe and 
healthy workplace and retaliated against her in violaƟon of the Labor Code. 
 
The Superior Court of San Diego County granted PUSD's moƟon for summary judgment, finding that Allos's 
claims were barred by Government Code secƟon 855.4, which provides immunity to public enƟƟes for 
decisions related to prevenƟng disease or controlling its spread. The court also found that Allos failed to 
establish a triable issue of fact regarding her disability, the essenƟal funcƟons of her job, and whether she 



 

 

experienced an adverse employment acƟon. The court noted that PUSD had engaged in mulƟple interacƟve 
meeƟngs with Allos and provided various accommodaƟons. 
 
Holding and Analysis: 
The Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division One, affirmed the trial court's judgment. The 
appellate court agreed that secƟon 855.4 provided immunity to PUSD for its decisions related to COVID-19 
safety measures. The court also found that Allos failed to present evidence of a qualifying disability under 
FEHA, as her alleged vaccine allergy and other health condiƟons did not consƟtute a disability. AddiƟonally, 
the court held that PUSD's interacƟve process and accommodaƟons were reasonable and that Allos did not 
suffer an adverse employment acƟon, as she voluntarily reƟred. The court concluded that Allos's claims for 
associaƟonal discriminaƟon, retaliaƟon, and Labor Code violaƟons were without merit. 
 

EMPLOYMENT – NUISANCES OF WHISTLEBLOWER RETALIATION UNDER LABOR CODE §1102.5 
 
Lampkin v. County of Los Angeles  
Docket: B336806(Second Appellate District)  
Opinion Date: July 8, 2025 
Judge: Helen Zukin  
Areas of Law: Civil Procedure, Labor & Employment Law  
 
Summary Rules: 
Prevailing party aƩorney fees are only available where the party is successful in obtaining some form of 
relief, meaning that a juyry verdict finding of violaƟon of Labor Code secƟon 1102.5 is not enough without a 
corresponding award of monetary damages for that violaƟon.  
 
Facts: 
D’Andre Lampkin, a deputy at the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (LASD), filed a complaint 
alleging whistleblower retaliaƟon aŌer he reported an interacƟon with Michael Reddy, a reƟred deputy 
sheriff. Lampkin claimed that Reddy’s friends at LASD retaliated against him, leading to his suspension, a 
search of his residence, and terminaƟon of medical benefits. Lampkin sought monetary damages and other 
relief. The case went to trial, and the jury found that while Lampkin engaged in protected whistleblowing 
acƟvity and this was a factor in LASD’s acƟons against him, LASD would have made the same decisions for 
legiƟmate, independent reasons. Consequently, the jury awarded no damages. 
Lampkin moved to amend his complaint to seek injuncƟve and declaratory relief, but the trial court denied 
the moƟon. He then filed a moƟon to be declared the prevailing party and sought aƩorney’s fees, arguing 
that the same-decision defense should not preclude a fee award, as held in Harris v. City of Santa Monica 
for FEHA cases. The trial court agreed, declared Lampkin the prevailing party, and awarded him costs and 
aƩorney’s fees. 
 
Holding and Analysis: 
The County of Los Angeles appealed to the California Court of Appeal, Second Appellate District. The 
appellate court held that Lampkin did not bring a “successful acƟon” under Labor Code secƟon 1102.5 
because he obtained no relief due to the County’s successful same-decision defense. Therefore, he was not 
enƟtled to aƩorney’s fees. The court also found that the County was the prevailing party under secƟon 
1032, as neither party obtained any relief, and thus Lampkin was not enƟtled to costs. The appellate court 
reversed the trial court’s judgment and order awarding fees and costs to Lampkin and directed the trial 
court to enter a new judgment in favor of the County. 
 
Brown v. City of Inglewood 
California Supreme Court 



 

 

Docket: S280773  
Opinion Date: July 7, 2025 
Judge: MarƟn J. Jenkins  
Areas of Law: Government & AdministraƟve Law, Labor & Employment Law 
 
Summary Rules:  
Elected Officials are not considered “employees” for the purposes of claiming protecƟon under SecƟon 
1102.5 of the California Labor Code.  
 
 
Facts: 
Wanda Brown, the elected treasurer of the City of Inglewood since 1987, raised concerns in late 2019 and 
early 2020 about the city's financial management, specifically alleging that the mayor had misappropriated 
public funds. Following these allegaƟons, Brown claimed she faced retaliatory acƟons from the city and its 
officials, including a reducƟon in her salary and authority, exclusion from meeƟngs and commiƩees, and 
other puniƟve measures. Brown subsequently filed a lawsuit against the city, its mayor, and council 
members for retaliaƟon under California Labor Code secƟon 1102.5, which protects whistleblowers. 
 
The Los Angeles County Superior Court denied the defendants' anƟ-SLAPP moƟon, which sought to strike 
Brown's retaliaƟon claim on the grounds that she was not an "employee" under secƟon 1102.5. The court 
reasoned that Brown's claim did not arise from protected speech acƟviƟes but from alleged retaliatory 
acƟons. The Court of Appeal reversed this decision, concluding that Brown's retaliaƟon claim did arise from 
protected acƟviƟes and that she was not an "employee" under secƟon 1102.5, as the statute did not 
explicitly include elected officials within its protecƟons. 
 
Holding and Analysis: 
The Supreme Court of California reviewed the case and affirmed the Court of Appeal's judgment. The court 
held that elected officials, such as Brown, are not considered "employees" under Labor Code secƟon 1106 
and therefore cannot invoke the protecƟons of secƟon 1102.5. The court's decision was based on the 
statutory language, legislaƟve history, and the context of related whistleblower statutes, which indicated 
that the Legislature did not intend to include elected officials within the scope of these protecƟons. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


