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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
UNLIMITED JURISDICTION
Case No. &?F“ZLE@M i
ABRAHAM LINCOLN HIGH SCHOOL OF o
SAN FRANCISCO ALUMNI VERFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF
ASSOCIATION; SAN FRANCISCO , MANDATE (CCP § 1085
TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION; GEORGE (ALTERNATIVELY § 1094.5); RALPH M.
WASHINGTON HIGH SCHOOL ALUMNI BROWN ACT, GOV’T CODE §§ 54950, et
ASSOCIATION; JOHN BURTON; KAREN | seq.); AND COMPLAINT FOR
SHIGEZUMI SAKATA, DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE
: ’ RELIEF (CCP § 526(A); U.S.
' " | CONSTITUTION:
Petitioners. . . ‘ FIRST & FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT
: ) CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTION:

v. , ARTICLE] §§1,2(a) & 7) -
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF ' .B‘.g g :
EDUCATION; SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED ?’2 7
SCHOOL DISTRICT; VINCENT ' §§’§
MATTHEWS in his official capacity as San B 51
Francisco Superintendent of Schools, l-g & §

~ Respondents. % g 3

Petitioners Abraham Lincoln High School of _San F_raﬁcisco Alumni Assodiation, San
Francisco Taxpayers Association, George Washingtén High School Alumni Association, John
Burton and Karen Shigezumi Sakata (collectively, “Petitioners”) bring this action against

Respondents San Francisco Board of Education ("Board"), San Francisco Unified School District
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(“SAFUSD” or "District"), and Vincent Matthews in his official capacity as San Francisco
Superintendent of Schools (collectiv‘e_ly, "Respondents™), alleging as follows:’
" INTRODUCTION

1. On January 26, 2021, the San Francisco Board of Education (hereinafter “the Board”)
passed Resolution 211-12A1 (“the Renaming Resolution”), declaring that 44 public schools in
San Francisco would be renamed, based-on allegations of racism, sexism or other forms of
oppression by the historical figures after whom the schools had been named. See Declaration of
Lope Yap, Jr. in Support of Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for Declaratory
and Injunctive Relief (“Yap Decl.”) at | 18-19, 21, Ex. 14. -

~ 2. As has now been publicly acknowledged, however, the process followed by the Board in
arriving at this resolution was badly flawed. Just a few of the numerous procedural and
substantive errors include the following.

3. The Board adopted a resolution authorizing an advisory committee dubbed “The School
Names Committee” (hereinafter “the Committee” or “the advisory committee™) to investigate the
possibility of renaming San Francisco public schools. Yap Decl. at {4, Ex. 2. The resolution
represented that this “blue ribbon” panel would be independent, have expertise suitable to the |
task and would not act without author1ty Id In réality, the Committee was headed by Jeremlah :
Jeffrles, who served as Board Commlss10ner Mark Sanchez s campalgn manager, zd at 9137, Ex.
32, and who also en11sted Board President Lopez to run for her pos1t1on Id. at § 38, Ex. 33. The
Committee d1d not include any 1nd1v1duals, like h1stor1ans, with the necessary expertise, id. at |
5(a), and it acted beyond its authority by directing schools to start looking at new names before-
any dec1s1on had been made by the Board to rename them. ' |

4. The process employed by the Commlttee also muted the voice of key cmzens and

taxpayers, including alumm of the affected schools notw1thstand1ng the fact that alumni

represented the largest affected community. The Committee was aware that the alumni at many |-
schools were generally opposed to the Comm1ttee s plans to change their schools names. Yap\
Decl. at § 10. Nonetheless 1n soliciting the v1ews of school commun1t1es the Committee only
directed site leaders (e.g., pr1n01pals) to reach out and gather mput from four specific groups -

youth school s1te councils, parent afﬁmty groups, and site staff Id at 1[ 17 Ex 12. Alumm and

Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complalnt for Injunctive and Declaratory Relief
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parent teacher associations' were not listed as groups whose views should be solicited. Id.
Moreover, the views solicited were only as to’ potential new names and not as to whether the
current names should be retalned Id , | »

5. In July 2020, more than six months prioi to the Board voting on its January 26, 2021
Renaming Resolution, Mr. Jeffiies was already making public statements that any schools with
names on his Committee’s list “could pretty much count on those names coming down.” Yap
Decl at9o9, Ex 5.

+ 6. In October 2020, again Well prior to the Board’s publlc consideration of the Renaming
Resolutlon, the Committee and SFUSD personnel began informing site leaders at schools on the
Committee’s list that their names conflicted iJvith SFUSD values and they should begin work on
dcveloping ‘a new name by the next month. Yap Decl. § 15, Ex. 10. _ '

7. At the Board’s November 10, 2020 meeting, Mr. Jeffries and another Committee member |
briefed the Board on the work of the Commlttee Yap Decl. at § 8. In that meetmg, no mention
was made by Committee members of the generally adverse views of alumm from the affected
schools. Id. |

8. On January 26, 2021, the Board passed the Renammg Resolution that is the subject of this
petition. Yap Decl. at  18-19, 21, Exs. 14-16. The notice provided by the Board for its January
26, 2021 vote, however, was 1nadequate and misleadlng. Id at 99 18-19, Exs. 13 & 14. The i
agenda item associated with the renaming issue gave no indication that the Board was going to
make a final decision to rename 44 San Francisco public schools in a single vote at the meeting.
Id. Indeed, the draft resoiution attached to the agenda item spoke only of sanctioning a list for
“potential renaming.’.’ Id. Tt was only toward the end of the meeting, and in a press release
following the meeting, that the public was infbrmed that the true import of the resolution was to
make a final determination that 44 schools would be renamed w1th only alternative new names to
be conSIdered later Id. at ﬁ 20(f) & 22 Ex. 17.

9. The unsurprising results of this process were numerous substantive errors, public outcry,
and notice by counsel for Petitioners that the Board had violated the Ralph M. Brown Act, Gov’t |,
Code §§ 54950, et seq. (heremafter “the Brown Act”) and Due Process ‘Yap Decl. at ﬁ[ 23-29,
Exs. 18-25. ' ‘ '

Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate and Cdm'plaint for Injunctive and Declaratory Relief
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10. After multiple weeks of persistent public pressure and a;formal demand of repeal by
counsel for Petitioners, the Board»President wrote an op-ed on February 21, 202~lin the San
Francisco Chronicle, admitting that “mistakes were made” and announcing that the activities of
the Committee would be paused until -children return'ed to school Yap Decl. at § 30, Ex. 26.

11. But comments ina newspaper are plamly not legally binding on the Board |
Notw1thstand1ng the procedural and substantive errors underlylng it, the Renaming Resolutlon
presently remaisis in force. _ ,

2.Ina February 25, 2(l21 letter, counsel for Petitioners explained these ‘facts to the Board,
explained the statutory time constraints on Petitioners to file suit for violations of the Brown Act,
and exhorted the Board to comply with the law and simply repeal its unlawful Renaming |
Resolution, s0 as to avoid the time and expense of litigation for all concemed. Yap Decl. at 11.31,
Ex. 27. But the Board declined to respond ' _ ’ |

JURISDICTION AND VENUE ‘

" 13, Pursuant to Callfornla Code of Civil Procedure sections 526, 527, 1085 (altematlvely
section 1_094.5), and 1087, and Government Code.sect1ons 54960, and 54960.1, th1s ‘Court has
jurisdiction to issue an alternative writ of mandate, a peremptory 'yvrit, and the declaratory relief |
requested herein. ‘

14. Venue is proper in San Francisco Superior Court' 'because the parties are conducting

bus1ness and the acts complalned of herein took place, in the City and County of San Francisco.

- 15, Petitloners have complied w1th the requirements of Govemment Code section 54960. 1by|

| delivering a letter to the Board on February L, 2021 outlining its Brown Act violations, and -

delrvering an additional letter on February 6, 2021 demandmg that the Board cure or correct its
Brown Act violations. A | |
16. The Board has not responded to date _ ' ., -
17. Petitioners.have performed any and all cdnd1t1ons precedent to filing this 1nstant action
and have exhausted any and all available adminlstrative remedies to the extent required by law.
" 18. Petitioners have no plain, speedy, or adequate' remedy in the ordinary course of law,

unless th1s Court grants the requested wr1t of mandate to require Respondents to set as1de the

Board’s actlons taken 1n v1olat1on of the Brown Act, Due Process and the Board’s m1n1ster1al

Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complamt for Injunctive and Declaratory Relief
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duties. In the absence of such remedy, the'Board’s Renaming Resolution, which 'c.alls for the
elimination of 4'4 school names, tzvill remain in effect in violation of law.
| . PARTIES |

19. Petitioner Abraham Lincoln High School Aiumni Association of San Francisco is a
registered Section 501(c)(3) non-proﬁt corporatto'n organiied and existing under the laws of the
State of .Califomia, and dedicated to connecting the graduates of Abraham Lincoln High School
with eac‘hh other and With the cnrrent “Mustang” -Family. The alumni association raises funds
through events and donations to support the school in a variety of different ways; including, but
not limited to scholarships and teacher grants.

20. Petitioner San Francisco Taxpayers Association is a nonprofit Section 501(c)(4)
corporation oruganized and extsting under the laws of the State of California and ded:icated to
representing the interests of San-Franciscoktaxpayers. .

21. Petitioner George Washington High"School Alumni Association of San Francisco is a
registered Section SOt(c)(B) non-profit corporation organized and existing under the laws of the
State of California. The alumni association raises.donations to support the school in a variety of
different ways, including, but not.‘limited to scholarships and awards for students.

22. Petitioner John B‘urton' is a former Demooratic Con'gres.sman, Calit'omia State Senator,
and California State Assemblyman, who g_radu‘ated from Abraham Lincoln High School and
resides in San Francisco. ' o

23. Petttioner Karen Shigezumi Sakata'is‘a former County Superintendent of Schools for
Contra Costa County‘ Office of Education who graduated from George Washington High School
and also attended McKinley Elementary and Presidio Mlddle School. ‘ 4.

24. Respondent San Franmsco Board of Education is the govemlng board of the San
Francrsco Unified School Dlstrlct The. Board determmes pohcy for all pubhc schools in the San
Francisco Unified School Dlstrlct v

25 San Francxsco Unified School Dlstrlct (“SFUSD” or “Dlstrlct”) is a local education
agency in San Fran01sco organlzed and existing under the Constltutlon and laws of the State of
California. Itisnota department or agency of the C1ty and County of San Franmsco

26. Respondent Vincent Matthews is the Supermtendent of SFUSD. Mr. Matthews is sued

Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for In_| unctive and Declaratory Relief
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only in his ofﬁcialvcapa.city; h . o
| . FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS |
27. On or about April 24, 2018, the Board revised its Board Policy 7310 regarding the
nam1ng of SFUSD fac1l1t1es to include language allowing the Board “where appropriate” to
appomt a citizen advisory committee to review name suggestlons for one or more schools and
submit recommendat1ons for the Board's consrderanon "’ See Declaration of Lope Yap, Jr. in
Support of Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive
Relief (“Yap Decl.”) at ] 3, Ex. 1. .
28. On-May 22, 2018, the Board passed Resolut1on No 184-10A1, proposed by
Commissioner lVIark Sanchez, which declared in pertinent part as follows:
That the San Francisco Board of Education finds it necessary to engage the larger San
Francisco community in a sustained discussion regarding public school names, their
relevance, and the appropriateness of schools named for historical figures who engaged
in the sub_] ugation and enslavement of human be1ngs or who oppressed women,
1nh1b1t1ng societal progress or whose actlons led to gen001de or who otherwise
, s1gn1ﬁcantly diminished the opportumtle_s of those amongst us to the right to llfe, liberty,

and the pursuit of happiness;and .". .

_That said process shall be led by_a'blue‘-ribbdn panel,* whose membership shall be -
established by the Su'p,erin‘tendent of Schools and ratiﬁed by the San Francisco Board of

* Education no later than the beginning of the 2018-19 school year; and . . .

That sa1d blue-ribbon. panel shall offer ﬁndmgs and recommendatlons through the
Supermtendent of Sch0015 to the San Franc1sco Board of Educatlon regardmg the
potential renaming of SF USD schools as soon.as June 2019 but no later than June 2020

at which tie the adv1s1ng panel shall Be dissolved . . .

Yap Decl. at | 4, Ex. 2.

Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for Injunctive and Declaratory Relief =
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29. In addition to setting forth the dut1es of the proposed Committee, Resolutron No. 184-
10A1 also 1ndlcated that the “blue-rrbbon panel wpuld be independent, include individuals with’ |
relevant expert1se and act within its author1ty See Ex. 2, Resolution 184—10A1 (“*A blue-
ribbon panel is a group of exceptlonal people appomted to investigate, study or analyze a given
question. Blue-rrbbon panels generally have a degree of independence from political influence or
other authority, and such panels usually have no dlrect authority of their own. Their value comes
from their ab1l1_ty to use their expertise to issue ﬁndlngs or recommendatlons which can then be
used by those with decision-making power to act.;’).

- 30. The Committee selected by the Superintendent first met on January 30, 2020 with
Commrssmner Sanchez in attendance. Between January 30 2020 and February 10 2021, the
Committee met to discuss the subject of renaming San Francisco public schools.

31. Notwithstanding the resolution’s reference to the promised independence of the
Committee, miost of the meetings were facllitated_by Committee member Jeremiah Jeffries, who
was a long-time ally of Commissioner Sanchez and was Sanchez’.s campalgn manager when he
ran for his office on the Board Yap Decl. at 37 Ex. 32.

32. Mr. Jeffries has generally been active in recent years in advocatrng for candldates to be
elected to the Board, 1nclud1ng Board Presrdent Gabriela Lopez, whom he speclﬂcally recrulted
torun. Yap Decl. at | 38, Ex. 33 » _ - . | .

33. Moreover despite the language in resolut1on 184-10AT 1nd1cat1ng that the Commlttee
would have exceptlonal people with relevant ‘expertise,” no historians with relevant expertlse
were 1ncluded on the Committée. A o . o | |

34. When the topic-of usmg hlstorlans was rarsed ata ‘Committee meeting in August 2020
Mr. Jeffries commented as follows ' “What would be the point? The history is pretty written and
documented, pretty well across the board So to belabor we don’t need to belabor history in that
regard We’re not debatlng that And like there S no pornt in debatrng h1story in that regard
Elther it happened or it dldn’t as hrstorlans have referenced 1t in their own hlstor1es right? So, I
don’t think there sa discussion about that. And 50, based on our criteria, it’s a very

stra1ghtforward conversation. And S0, NO need to bring h1stor1ans forward to say they either -

| Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for Inj unctive and Declaratory Relief
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| majority)” of the Committee. Yap Decl. 7, Ex. 4. Mr. Jeffries later acknowledged that

pontlﬁcate and lista bunch of reasons why, or [say] they had great qual1t1es Nelther are
necessary in this discussion.” Yap Decl. at 5 5(a).

35. From January to September 2020, the Comm1ttee'discussed renaming San Francisco

public schools The Comm1ttee developed the followmg criteria by which to determine whether -

schools should be renamed: ‘
For identifying school names, to be changed; the commlttee’ will use any of the fo‘llowing'
criteria and seek to change the names of schools that are named for:
° '.l'ho.se' connected to any huiman rights or environmental‘ abuses "
e Those who exploit workers/people '
. Those who directly oppressed or abused women children, queer or transgender people
) Those who are known raclsts and/or white supremac1sts and/or espoused racist beliefs
° Anyone dlrectly involved in the colomzatlon of people ‘
- @ Slave owners or part1c1pants in enslavement
° Perpetuators of genocide or slavery
Yap Decl. at 1 14, Ex. 9. 4
36. The primary work-product of the Committee cons1sted of a spreadsheet reﬂectmg 1ts
conclus1ons regardmg whether particular schools should be renamed. Yap Decl. 1[ 6 Ex.3.

37. Internal correspondence between SFUSD Supermtendent Matthews and Commlss1oner

Rachel Norton indicate that the spreadsheet was “created by a (sic) 2-3 members (less then

teachers from an organization he co-founded, Teachers 4 Soc1al Justice, contributed to the
research that formed the ba51s for the spreadsheet 'Id: at §.8(a). ,

38. In or around July 26 2020 a draft copy of the spreadsheet was made publlc by a report in
the San Franc1sc0 Chromcle On or about the same date Mr. J effrles was quoted as saylng, “If
they fit the criteria, they will be on the list. . . . Andif they fit the criteria, people can pretty much
count on those names coming down and being replaced by someone who meets San Francisco
values.” Yap Decl. at 99, Ex. 5. -

| 39 Atits September 23 2020 meetmg, the Commlttee arrlved at its ﬁnal l1st of 44 school

names for potent1al renammg Yap Decl. at 11‘[[ ll 13 'Exs. 7 & 8. As noted above per
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Resolution 184- 10A1 the Comm1ttee was authorrzed only to present to the Board its “ﬁndmgs
and recommendatlons with regard to.‘ potentral renaming” of" schools.

40 At the same meeting, the Committee' also approved-a draft letter, to be sent to the SFUSD
schools on its list. Yap Decl. at 7§ 11, 14, Exs. 6 & 9. This letter exceeded the authorlty the
Comm1ttee had been given by the Board.

~ 41. The letter sent by the Committee stated, jnter alta the followmg “The research of the
committee revealed that your current school name has met one or more of these criteria and so
your school namg is be1ng recommended to be changed. We understand that th1s may brmg up
strong feelmgs for some in your school commumty, however, the Board of Education has
committed to this process and for the School Names Committee to recommend an alternative
name for your school. To facilitate the selection of‘ an altemative’name we are asking your

school community to particip'ate in the process to select anew name.” Yap Decl., 914, Ex. 9.

. 42. The letter from the Commlttee thus only sohc1ted new names, not any views as to
whether the or1g1nal name. should remain. |

43. On October 6, 2020, SFUSD s Dlrector of Pohcy and Planmng Mr. Armentrout sent an
email to the principals of the 44 schools, attachmg the letter, ‘andn adv1s1ng them, based on the
ﬁndlngs of the Committee that their s¢hools had been identified as having names that

conﬂlcted with’ SFUSD Values and that they should try to generate an altematlve name for
the1r school by the followmg month Yap. Decl. 1l 15 Ex. 10. ’ ‘ 4

44. On October 23, 2020 Mr. Armentrout wrote another email to the 44 schools reversmg
course and stating “I apologize if my emails 1mp11ed that we were issuing a d1rect1ve to you as
site leader. My 1ntent was to forward and clarlfy an 1nv1tat1on from an mdependent cltlzen 'S
adv1sory commlttee, it did not represent a d1rect1ve from staff d1str1ct leadershlp or from the
Board of Educatlon ? Yap Decl 1[ 16, Ex 11.° Ve .

45. On November 20, 2020 however, Mr. Arme.ntrout' then reversed himself again sending

yet another email announcmg a s1gn1ﬁcant shrft” from what he had communlcated in his late

October email. He reported that several Board commissioners had expressed the1r desire to see

schoot leaders take the followmg actlons 1f they haven t already done so

1 Inform and update their respectlve commun1t1es about the work of the panel and that

Verified Petition for Writ of Mandaté and Complaint for Injunctive and Declaratory Relief -
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their school has been recommended.
2. Reach out to stakelroltlers. to'request and identify alternative names as the panel
0 requested. S _ m ‘ ‘ (
3. Update the Board of Edncation onjtheir proéress.”
46. Based on the foreéoing, he wrote, “we ask each of you to take the following steps:
1. Please notlfy your school commumty (staff famllles, students) of the panel s work,
their recommendatlon for your site and howqyour site will respond.
2. Invite the four stakeholder groups (Youth, SSC, Parent Affinity Groups, School Staff)
to snggest alternative names. Please re_ferenee thls initial letter sent on October 6th for
guidance. |

3. Provide an update us1ng this Google Form survey by December 4th. Responses will be}

summarlzed ina report for the Board of Educat1on

3

| Yap Decl. § 17, Ex. 12.

47. Throughout this correspondence.from the Committee and subsequently from SFUSD, the
views of alumni and parent teacher associations (other than those in SS.C or laelonging to affinity
groups) were notably not included on the list of “principal stakeholders” that should be consulted
by site leaders for their views as part of the formal process ‘They were left to submit comments
along with the rest of the general publlc should they happen to learn about the proposed |
renaming. '

48. By definition, alumnl manifestly represent by_far the greatest number of people with a
direct inter'est in the name of a school that they attended. School names take on important
meaning for alumni beyond the particular person after whom the schools were named. They
carry with tllem academie and athletic repl;tations, good will, and intangible sentimental value.

~49. Alumni and alumni associations, inclhcling the alumni assoeiations included as
Petitioners in this case, also have financial interests in the names of their schools, based on their

value in finding employment, the investments graduates have-made into the school and its

v

A
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-where other, urgent matters had. prlorlty Yap Decl 9 8(b). Mr.J effrles response to this concerny

its own recommendatlon of an altematlve» name' for the school Id.

students, as well as their expenditures on items like Websites, newsletters, clothing, and other
paraphernaha bearmg the names of the1r school ‘

50. The omission of alumm from the list of partles to be consulted by school site leaders is
parti.cularly s1gn1ﬁcant here because, as observed by one of the Committee members at their
September 23, 2020 meeting, alumni were generally expressmg opposmon to changlng the
names of tWelr schools. _ | ' '

“Okay.‘_So, Lread the letters, and there are a couple suggestions in there. There was also a

couple questions about the process. I think this giyes a defined process. The majority of the

Ietters especially the ones that were received as of yesterday, they don't want a change. And

* that's mamly the alumni voices from Balboa Washlngton spoke once at our first meeting,
we've heard briefly from some folks at Lowell, and then prlmarlly.recently from Lincoln:
f They don't want any change.” . | "

Yap Decl. ] 10. |

51. At a November 10, 2020 Board meetmg, Mr. Jeffries and others from the Committee
updated the|Board on the work of the Commlttee Yap Decl 1 8 ' |

52. At rJo point in that presentation did Mr Jeffries or those presenting on behalf of the
Committee inform the Board as to the generally negatlve sentiment of alumni assoc1at10ns_
regarding renaming, which was known to the Committes to be adverse to their O‘bjectives. Id

53. During the same meeting, an elementary schoot teacher noted ‘that site leaders were

objecting to the renammg process because it was being undertaken in the midst of the pandemic

was that this was the “petfect tlme” to change the schools names. - Id. at | 8(c).
54. Later in the same meetmg, a now former Board member asked what would happen if site
leaders decllned to prov1de an altemate name for their school. Yap Decl 1I 8(d). After- ‘some

back:-and forth Mr. Jeffrles ultrmately responded that the Committee would then s1mply submit

55. The SFUSD subsequentlyposted‘ the following 1tem on the Board’s agenda for January
26,2021 ' | L | ‘

»
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PROPOSALS FOR ACTION
1. Resolution No. 211-12AT- Amendment to Resolution No. 184-10A1, In Support ofa
Formal Process in the Renammg of San Francisco Un1ﬁed School District Schools

(adopted May 22, 2018) - Commissioner Mark Sanchez

. o ™
Yap Decl. ] 18, Ex. 13.
Linked to this agenda item was the List aof Schools Recommended for Renaming as well asa
draft of the resolution (i.e., the’amendment to Resolut1on No. 184- 10A1) that was to be
considered by the Board at the January meeting. Yap Decl. 19, Exs. 14 & 15. The List of
Schools included, inter alia, Abraham Lincoln ngh School, George Washington H1gh School,
McKinley Elementary, and Pres1d10 Mlddle School

56. The proposed action 1tem.1n the resolution was “That the Board of Education review and |
sanction' the panel’s list of school names for potential renaming ”? Yap Decl. § 19, Ex. 14.

57. On January 26, 2021, the Board held its meetmg, and Resolut1on No 211-12A1 was
passed as written. Yap Decl. 4 20, 21, 21(b), Ex. 16. .

. 58. Notwithstanding the ostensibly narrow scope of “the resolution (i.e., to agree on a list of
schools for “potential”‘ renaming), SFUSD issued a press release on January 27, 2021 that
included the following statements describing the import of the resolution in materially different
terms “The resolution . | serves .as the Board's commitment toi replace the names. . . Schools
with names that the Board wants to see replaced w1ll have the opportunlty to contmue engagmg
thelr commun1t1es and propose alternate names to the Board.” Yap Decl. 122, Ex. 17 ‘

59. Thus, while the language of the resolut1on indicatéd that the Board was going to consider
approying a list of school names for poteiitidl renaming-, SFUSD’s press release went further and
stated that the decrslon had been made to rename- the schools on the l1st and only alternate names
would be con51dered gomg forward Commlssmner Sanchez also clarlﬁed at the meetmg prior to| -
the vote that if the Board passed the resolution then the 44 school names “will be changed ?

" 60. The inadequate nature of the notice for the January 26, _2021 hearing was confirmed by |-

belated comments at the hearing by Cominissioner Sanchez, who drafted the resolution but still

felt it necessary near the end of the hearing to clarify what was meant by his resolution: “Just
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next steps, so the ... this this resolution means that all the schools that are on the list will .
their names will be changed So we Just want to be really clear with our commun1t1es that that s
going to happen once ... if this resolutlon should pass today ? Yap Decl 9 20(f).

61. Not surpr1srngly, with this 1nadequate and erroneous not1ce there were a limited number
of speakers in opposition to the Board’s resolution renaming 44 schools. Only 14 speakers were
listed in the minutes as giving public cornment against the resolution. Yap Decl. § 21, 21(a),' Ex.
16. Far more members of the general public would hav.e appeared to speak against the
resolution, including members of the organizations identified as fetitioners in this matter, had
the agenda prov1ded adequate notice and not been mlsleadmg as to what could potentially occur
at the meetmg The Petitioners alone could have alerted thousands of members to the
significance.of the meetmg and the need to provide public comment.

- 62. Each side was only given 30 minutes to speak, meaning opponents to the resolution were
given less than a minute per school on the list. Yap Decl. §20(a). Those speaking against the
resolution did not even use up ‘the full tirne, though‘, as their numbers, by reason of lacl( of notice,
were significantly reduced. Id. - |

A Sample.of the Substantlve Errors Identlﬁed to Date

63. After the Board passed resolution 211- 12Al numerous errors were 1dent1ﬁed in the
factual assertions set forth in the spreadsheet upon which the Committee’s recommendations
were based See generally, Yap Decl. q 23(a) (c) Exs. 18- 20 |

64 Lowell High School is the fifth ranked h1gh school for academics in the State of
California and has over 2800 students. James Russell Lowell, after whom the school was named,|
was included on the Conirnittee’s list based on the clairn that “he did not want Black people to
vote.” Yap Decl. at 1H[20(e) 6(d), Ex 3.A publlshed blography by a reputable historian,
however, states he unequlvocally advocated g1v1ng the ballot to the recently freed slaves.” Id.
at § 24, Ex. 21. S L )

65. James L1ck M1dd1e School has 470 students in Noe Valley The school’s name was
included on the 11st due to an alleged assoc1at10n between Llck and the Early Days Sculpture,
which showed a prostrate Native Amencan below a m1ss1onary and vaquero, Id atq 6(a) Ex. 3,

but h1storlcal records 1ndlcate L1ck died 18 years pnor to the sculpture s complet1on The Board

3
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was 1nformed durmg publrc comment on Resolut1on 211 1-12A1 that Lick was deceased before the|
sculpture at issue was created, but there was no follow-up and he remained on the l1st Id. at 91
20(b), Ex. 1s. , “ o

66. The Paul Revere School is a K-8 located in Bernal He1ghts Per the Commlttee s
spreadsheet, it was included due to Revere’s alleged 1nvolvement in the colomzatron of the
Penobscot ” but this was ev1dently due to the Compmittee m1s1nterpret1ng his 1nvolvement with a
battle agamst the British commonly referred to as the Penobscot Expedition. Yap Decl at 9 6(b),
Ex 3. Even the Comm1ttee s own spreadsheet 1 noted that “The Penobscot Expedltlon of 1779
was Amer1cans against the British, not agamst the Indrgenous but the school was nevertheless
included on the final list of schools to be renamed. Id, 16(b),Ex.3& 19(b), Ex. 15.

67. Clarendon Elementary is an altemative’ﬁelementary school with 560 students in Twin

Peaks. Clarendon was included on the list due to an all_eged-association with colonization. Yap

Decl. at § 6'(c), Ex. 3. The Committee alleged that Clarendon Avenue is named after a county in|

‘South Carolina. -Jd. In fact, the history of the street name was researched by the District in 1961

when the school name was being decided, and no clear link was found to the Earl of Clarendon.
Id. at 99 26-27, Exs. 22 & 23. Nonetheless, the Committee assumed that because the school is

named after the street, and the South Carolina county is named after the Ist Earl of Clarendon

that the school must be named after the Earl of Clarendon Yap Decl. at q 25(b) After reachmg i

this conclus1on the commlttee thereafter cited the W1k1ped1a page about the Earl of Clarendon ‘
whlch descr1bes him sendmg prlsoners to Jersey. Id. They ev1dently belleved that "Jersey
refers to the colony of New Jersey in the Unlted States rather than the 1sland of Jersey off the
coast of England -1d:- Based on this ﬂawed cham of loglc they concluded that the school had
been named after an mdrvrdual involved w1th colon1zat10n and should thus be renamed Id

Unequal Apphcatlon of Cr1ter1a

68. Wh1le any conduct of certaln h1storlcal ﬁgures at odds wrth the Commlttee s cr1ter1a was

deemed a sufﬁclent basrs for removal of therr name w1thout regard to the v1rtuous aspects of

their llves other hlstorlcal figures were not held to the same standard For example durlng part -

of'his life, Malcolm X advanced views that the Black race was superlor to the Wh1te race and

made antr-Semltlc statements Yap Decl atq’ 36 Ex. 31 As noted by the Commrttee, he also

Verlﬁed Petltlon for Writ of Mandate and Complamt for InJunctlve and Declaratory Relief
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worked in a profession oppressive to women in his younger years and was incarcerated for
cr1m1nal conduct. Id. at | 25(a). Nonetheless the Commlttee did not 1nclude Malcolm X
Academy on its list of school to be renamed _because of the evolution of Malcolm X’s views and
takmg into’ con31derat10n the entirety of his life. .Jd. This same sort of reasoning, however, was
not applied equally to other schools. If a historical .ﬁgurhe contravened one of the Committee’s
criteria, there was no material examination into their virtues. o .

69. Petitioners are not suggestlng that Malcolm X Academy should have its name changed..
Petitioners are simply pointing out that a fa1r ‘evenhanded process must be followed in order to
avoid arbitrary and capricious decisions. Moreover, despite the Committee’s unequal appllcat1on
of criteria, the Board relied almost exclusively on the recommendations of the Committee in
making its decision. It-rubber—stamped the Committee’s list of 44 schools at the January 26,

2021 hearing, asking only a few questlons about one of the schools listed — Dianne Femsteln
Elementary School - before vot1ng to rename all 44 schools Yap Decl at M 20(c) 21(b), Ex.
15.

: Lack of Clarlty About Cost:

70. Durmg the January 26, 2021 Board hearing, theuquest1on was posed as to the cost of
renamlng 44 Schools The Deputy Supermtendent said, they probably don t have as much of a
precise est1mate as they need to develop - Yap Decl. at §20(d). He clted an estimate by another
SFUSD staff person of $10 000 fora typ1cal signage replacement budget but concluded by
saying that “I do think that we should Just ‘to shed a b1t more light on this question dig a little bit
deeper and talk with some school leaders and anyone else who mlght have’ 1ns1ghts into this. I,
like you, have heard a lot of estimates that are 51gn1ﬁcantly h1gher than that so- ‘would hke to kind
of better understand where some of those estimates might be commg from, but that s what I have|
to share tomght ? Id | | '

, Events Subsequent to the Renaming Resolution

)

71. The public reaction to the Board’s Renammg Resolut1on was overwhelmmgly negative,
with- members of the pubhc domg theirown research and d1scover1ng numerous substantive

errors, some of Wthh are lrsted above T ..
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72. On or about February l 2021, counsel for Petitioners sent a letter to the Mayor, With a
copy to the C1ty Attorney, Board President Lopez and Commlssmner Mark Sanchez, informing
them all that the Board had vrolated the Brown Act and Due Process in passmg the Renaming
Resolution. Yap Decl.at 128, Ex.24.. - =~ « & '

73. On or about February 6, 2021, counsel for Petitioners sent an ofﬁcial “demand” letter to
all the members of the Board and'the Superintendent, asking them to r_epeal lthe Renaming
Resolution based on the points set forth in the February 1 , 2021 letter, which was enclosed, and
also referring to the Board’s failure to follow its own Board Pohcy 7310, ‘which sets forth
SFUSD procedures for naming schools. Yap Decl. at 29 Ex. 25 4 |

74. After an extended period of defending the Board and Committee’s actions, the ‘Board’s'
President Lopez published an “015” Ed” on February 21,2021 in the San Francisco Chronicle,
acknowledging that ¢ mrstakes ‘were made in the renammg process’ and statlng, inter alta the
followmg "We’re cancellng renaming comm1ttee meetlngs for the time being. We w1ll be
revising our plans to run‘a more delrberatlve process movmg forward Wthh mcludes engagmg
h1stor1ans at nearby universities to help " Yap Decl. at § 30, Ex. 26.

75. After Ms. Lopez’s. statement the SFUSD also posted a notlce on the webpage for the:

Committee that stated: / ,

. Important Update Regardmg the School Names Panel l '

- On February 2lst SFUSD Board of Education Pre31dent Gabrlela Lopez released a
statement that actlvrtles related to school renammg - mcludmg meetmgs of the school
names adv1sory committee - will be paused until SF public schools have been reopened

_ for in-person leamlng ‘

Once i 1n-person learmng has resumed the Board of Educatlon and the advrsory |

" commrttee will revisit thls 1mportant d1scus51on When these efforts are rev1ved plans

‘ w1ll be made to engage ina more dellberatlve process 1nclud1ng seekmg ass1stance from
historians at nearby unrver51t1es. |

Yap Decl. at | 34, Ex 29

76. On February 25 202l counsel for Petrtroners sent an addltlonal letter to the Board

explammg, inter alza, that Board Presrdent Lopez.s comments in the newsp_aper Were-not legally
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binding- on the Board. Yap Decl. at T[ 31, Ex 27. “If the resolution striklng 44 school names is
not repealed by the School Board or nullified by a court, it w1ll remain in place ” Id. The letter
then requested that the Board “[r]epeal Resolution No. 211- 12Al at your next meetmg Itis

necessary to do this as the School D1str1ct will otherw1se remain ofﬁmally committed to-

| renaming '44 schools based on a process you have now admitted was ﬂawed.” Id

77. The February 25, 2021, letter concluded as follows: “To be clear, we have no desire to be
litigating with the San Francisco School Board,'but if you elect not to repeal your unlawful
resolution, then you will leave us with no alterhative but to proceed with an action to have the
resolution declared null and void. ... We are therefore hopeful that the School Board will avo1d
further d1stract1dns and correct the problem it created then move forward.” Yap Decl atq 31
Ex. 27.

78 The Board has not repealed its January 26 2021 Renamlng Resolution.

79. While the Board held a mult1-hour discussion in closed sesswn regardlng counsel for the
Petitioners’ F ebruary 1 2021 letter to the Board the Board’ has falled and refused to respond to
counsel for the Pet1t1oners February 1, 2021 , February 6,2021, or February 25 2021 letters

articulatmg why the resolutlon was unlawful and requesting that 1t be repealed

‘FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
(W rlt of Mandate (CCP § 1085) Vlolatlon of the Brown Act Gov’t Code § 54954 2) -

80. Petitioners incorporate' by reference thejallegations- contained in each paragraph above, as|
if those allegations were fully set forth-in th1s cause of action.

81. The purpose of the Brown Acti is to encourage and ensure publlc part1c1pat1on in
govemment dec151on makmg . S _ ;. ' R ‘

82. In furtherance of its. goal of publlc partic1pat1on the Brown Act requ1res that at least 72
hours before a regular meeting, a legislatwe body must post an agenda contaimng a brief

description of each item of business to be acted upon at the meeting. Gov’t Code § 54954.2. The

4
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legislative body may not take any actlon on an 1tem not appearmg on the posted agenda, except
in certam situations not applicable here.. . .

83 Respondents violated the Brown Act by fa1lmg to properly list in. the agenda for the
January 26, 2021 meetmg the actions to be taken at that meeting.

84. Specifically, the notice provided to San ?rancisco residents and other stakeholders by the
Board was inadequate an"dl misleading, for it did not make clear that_thei purpose of the January
26, 2021 hearing was to make a final determination on whether.the 44 school names would be
changed let alone all at once. - ’ o (

- 85. The agenda stated crypt1cally that the proposed amendment was “In Support of a Formal
Process in the Renaming of San Francisco Unified School District Schools.” The draft
resolution attached to the agenda item only purported t6 resolve “That the Board of Education
review and sanction the panel’s list of school names for potem‘zal renaming.’ (emphasis added).
Thus, none of the information made available to the pubhc in advance of the hearing made it
evident that the Board’s actual plan was to ‘make a final decision on the removal of 44 school
names in simply one vote. Indeed, the resolution attached to the, agenda suggested exactly the
oppos1te N

86. Pet1t1oners have a general d1rect and beneﬁc1a1 mterest in the issuance of a writ of
mandate because their orgamzatlons their 1nd1v1dual members and other taxpaymg members of
the general public were den1ed the opportunity to prepare and provide meaningful comments to
the l%oard on January 26, 2(')21.. In addition, Abraham Lincoln High School and George
Washington High School are included o,n“ the Committee’s_li'st of schools to be renamed; and San
Francisco taxpayers would have to pay for the r_enaming of any schools on the Committee’s list.

87. Petitioners do not have ajplain,‘sp_eedy and adequate remedy at lawt Petitioners’ only
legal means of redress is the relief being requested of this éourt .

88 If the Court allows the Renaming Resolutlon to remain in force, Petitioners will be
1rreparably harmed, because 44 public schools 1nclud1ng Llncoln and George Washington High
Schools, will remain on a list of schools to be renamed as a resulf of a hearmg With madequate

and misleading notice in violation of the/Br_own Act.

1
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SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION'
(W rit of Mandate (CCP § 1085\ -Vlolations of Mlmsterlal Dutles)

l-

. "

89. Petitloners mcorporate by reference the allegatlons contained in each paragraph above as
if those allegations were fully set forth in this cause of action. _

90. Respondents have a clear, present, and ministerial duty to 'comply with the law and their
own Board policies. | '

91. Respondents failed to comply with thelr dutles under Board Pohcy 7310 by failing to
evenhandedly- “encourage community part101pat10n in the process. of selecting names,” including
the retentlon of ex1st1ng names. ' '

92. Respondents falled to comply with their duties under Board Policy 7310, by delegating to
an advisory committee the responsrblhty fo determine whether school names should be removed,
when the policy only provided for such an advisory committee “to review name suggestions for
one or more schools and 'submit recommendatidns for the Bbard's consideration” but no more.

93. Respondents failed to comply with the terms of Resolution No. 184-10A1 by failing to
dissolve the Committee by Jiine 2020 as required by.that resolution and by perm‘it'ting the
Committee to act on-behalf of the Board without e)itending its tenure as an advisory committee |
to the Board. A L

94. Respondents failed to comply w1th the terms of Resolution No 184 10A1 by permittlng
the Committee to advise site leaders that their school names confhcted with SFUSD values and
that they should begin selecting new names — all’ before the Board had held a hearing to decide
whether the schools on the Commlttee s list would be renamed .

95 Respondents acted arbitrarily and capr1c1ously in a biased process in passrng Resolution

No. 211-12A1 without adequate ev1dence in support of the Resolution and for stated reasons

‘Whlch were not factually true.

t

' 96 Accordingly, RespOndents have breached and continue to breach their legal' duties under |.

their own' Board pol1c1es and resolutions govemlng their affairs.

97. Petitioners have a general d1rect and beneﬁcial 1nterest in ensuring that SFUSD and the

’ Board fulﬁll their legal obhgations -
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_ but the Board has declmed

98. Petltloners do not have a plam speedy and adequate remedy at law Pet1t1oners only .
legal means of redress is the relief belng requested of thls Court |

99. If the Court allows the Renamlng Resolutlon to remain in force," Petitioners will be:
irreparably barmed, because 44 public schools ' including Lincoln and George Washington High
Schools will remain on a hst of schools. to be renamed and will be renamed based on a process )
that violated the Board’s own pol1c1esg and resolutlons , | v ' |

100. If the Court permlts the Comm1ttee to remain 1n place Petitioners w1ll be 1rreparably
harmed, because any further 1nqu1ry .into whether San Francisco schools should be renamed _
would, in the flrst instance, be conducted by a body whose authorlty has expired and that lacks )
1ndependence and expertlse and has a demonstrated history of actlng beyond 1ts scope of
authority. - - ' '

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION .

(DECLARATORY RELIEF — CCP § 526(a))

101. Petltloners refer to and reallege all of’ the above paragraphs and by thls reference .
1ncorporate those paragraphs as though fully set forth at length ' ‘

102 An actual controversy exists between Petitioners and the Board as to whether the Board
should repeal Resolution 211- 12A1 Petltloners have requested the Board to take such actlon,

103. An actual controversy exists between Petltloners and the Board as to whether the Board ‘

should dlssolve the Comm1ttee Pet1t1oners have requested the Board to take such actlon but the

’ Board has declined. -

- 104. Petltloners request a _]udlclal determmatlon that Resolut1on No. 211- 12A1 1s null and
void and the Comm1ttee should be dlssolved
105. This détermination is necessary and proper because the Board 1s refusing to do what is
requ1red by the Brown Act and the Board’s own pollcles and resolutlons ‘
‘ FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
Vlolatlons of Due Process (U.S. Const. 14"‘ Amendment Cal Const. Art. 1 §1 2(a), 7)
106. Petltloners mcorporate by reference the allegatlons contained in each paragraph above

as if those allegat10ns were fully set forth in th1s cause of action.

4
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107. Respondents violated Petrtloners rlghts under the Fourteenth Amendment of the UsS.
Constltutlon and under Atrticle I §7 of the Cal1fom1a»Const1tut10n (“Due Process rights”), by
taking arbltrary and capricious act1on to renarne 44 schools in one vote w1thout holdmg a
properly notrced public hearmg regardmg each school on dn 1nd1V1dual ba51s and perrnlttmg
adequate publrc comment by interested members of the general public regardmg the potentlal ,
renammg of that partrcular school v '

108. Respondents violated Petrtloners Due Process rlghts by takmg arbitrary and capr1c1ous
action to rename 44 schools in one vote based on an erreneous and blased fact gatherlng process ‘
by the Committee. , o

109. Respondents violated PetitiOners; Due Proces‘s rights by proceeding with their vote on
the Renaming Resolution when, due to the pan‘cfemic, the ‘general public was not rpermitted to
organize and prepare and appear in person to provrde pubhc comment on the renaming of, 44
schools, when there was nourgent legally recogmzed need for'the hearmg to proceed under such |
crrcumstances where robust debate would- be 11m1ted and where part101pat1on by 1nterested

persons (e.g. lower income or elderly people) would also be llmlted due to therr lack of access

to, or their of ab111ty to use, the technology needed to attend the hearmg

110. Respondents vrolated Petitioners’ Due Process rlghts by prov1dmg advance notlce only
of a proposed. resolution that suggested the Board mlght sanctlon the panel s list of school
names for potentlal renammg > but then announcmg late in the hearmg and declarmg after the
hearmg m a press release that the resolut1on° meant all 44 schoolb would be renamed.-

111. Respondents v1olated Pet1t10ners rights under the Fourteenth Amendment of the U S.
Constitution and under Article 1,'§ 7 of the Callforma Const1tut10n (“Due Process rlghts”) by .
arbltrarrly and Wwithout adequate Justlﬁcatlon m_]urmg the llberty, property, and drgnlty mterests
of students; teachers, former teachers, and alumm of the affected schools 1nsofar as such alumm :
and others assocrated with the schools in questlon, including the fam111es of current and former
students of those schools, take prrde in, beneﬁt emot1onally and fmancrally from and 1dent1fy

2

personally with the hlstorlcally establrshed names of the schools from whlch they graduated or

R

are otherwise closely assoc1ated and w1th the public ﬁgures after whom they have long been

named; and by, in'some mstances marrmg the pubhc 1mages of those figures and those who R

y -
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identify with them through false mlsleadmg, and defamatory accusatlons of racism, |
colonization, genoc1de slavery, and other human rrghtshabuses as set forth in paragraphs 35 and
6467 above. o _ o | '

t 12. Respondents violated Petittoners’ rights under the First and Rourteenth Amendments of
the U.S. Constitution and under Article I, -§§’1 & 2(a) of the California ConStituttdn “F resdom
of Speech and ASSOClatIOI’l rlghts”) by arbrtrarlly and without adequate Justlficatlon abridging
the expressive and ass001atlonal interests of students, teachers; former teachers\ and alumm of
the affected sehools insofar as such alumnl and oth_ers associated Wlth the schools in questlon,
including the families of current and f"orme'r students of thqse schools,‘ express themselves

. “ ¢ . 3 .. i
through, and associate and affiliate themselves with, the names of their alma mater.

Wherefore Petltloners pray for Judgment as follows ' A
L For an Altematlve Writ of Mandate to be 1ssued under Code of Civil Procedure sectlon
a 10835, ex parte under the seal of thls Court orderlng Respondents to repeal Resolutlon
No. 21 1-12A1 or show cause before the Court ata tlme and place hereafter to be
.specrﬁed by the Court why they have not done so, and v_vhy a peremptory writ should not |
issue. \I s | L ' ‘

2. On retum of the, altematlve writ and hearlng on the order to show cause, for a peremptory
: wr1t of mandate to be-issued under the seal'of th1s Court ordermg Respondents to repeal

ResolutlonNo 211 12A1. oY '

3. Foradeclaration that Resolutlon No. 211-12A1, passed on January 26, 2021, is null and
- void, due to the Board s v1olat10ns of the Brown Act the First and Fourteenth
Amendments of the U S Constltutlons Artlcle I §§ 1 > 2(a) and 7 of the Callfomla ,' (
Constltutlon Board Pohcy 7310, and Board Resolutlon 184 10A1 ‘

4. For an Altemative Writ of Mandate to be issued under Code o’f Civil Proeedure section

" 1085, ex parte, under the seal of this Court, ordering- Respondents to drssolve the

G

Committee, cons1stent w1th Board Resolutron No 184~ 10A1 or show cause before the |

- 4
o
i
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| Ce,urt at a time and place hereafter to be specified by the Court why they have not done

so and why a peremptory writ should not issue. "

On return of the'altemative writ "e:nd heafing on the order to show cause, for a peremptory
writ of mén_date to be issued under the:seal ef this Court ordering Respondents 10 dissolvej -
the Committee. The Board would femain free; of course, te appoil}t whatever new
committees it might cﬁoose that were consistent with the law and the Board’s own

policies and resolutions.

For a stay, and preliminary and permanent injunctions, restrammg the Board and its

agents, employees, officers, and. representatlves from undertaking any act1v1ty to

implement Resolution No. 211-12A1;

For costs of suit;

&7

Lo
~

For attomeys fees as authorlzed by Govemment Code sectlon 54960.5 and Code of Civil

)

Procedure sectlon 1021 5.

For such other and future relief as the Court deems j)ust and proper.

Dated: Marchl7 , 2021

Reépectfully submitted,

LAW OFFICES OF PAUL D. SCOTT P.C.-
Paul D. Scott, Esq.—‘ :

Lani‘Anne Re a q. .

By: -

{Faul D. Sott, Eq.

By dwnen e B Frde
~ . Laurence H. Tribe, Esq.
" Carl M. Loeb University Professor and
Professor of Constitutional Law Emeritus
Harvard Law School* (Of counsel)

~

*University affiliation noted for identiﬁc?.tion:purposes only .
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| Dated: Marchﬂ 2021

" VERIFICATION |

¥

I Lope Yap, Jr.,ama Vlce-Pre51dent of the George Washmgton High School Alumni

: Assomatlon a plaintiff and Petitioner in the above entltled action. I have read the foregoing Pe-

tition and Complamt and know the contents thereof. The same is-true of my own knowledge,

|| except as to those matters which are therein alleged on information and belief, and as to those

matters, I believe it to be true. . b

I declare under penalty of perjury that the _f&regeihg is true and correct and that this

declaration was executed at San Francisco, California.
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ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY (Name, State Bar number, and address):
~Paul D. Scott 145975
LAW OFFICES OF PAUL D. SCOTT, P.C.
435 Pacific Ave, Suite 200 -
San Francisco, CA 94133
teerHoneno: (415) 981-1212 Faxno:  (415)

ATTORNEY FOR (Name): Abraham Lincoln High School Alumni Association,

981-1215

et al.

County of San Francisco

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF San Franc isco County
streeT appress:4 00 MCAl lister Street
MAILING ADDRESS:
crvanpzircooe: San Francisco, CA, 94102
BRANCH NAME:

MAR 1 8 2021

CLERILF THE g;g;;um
BY:, ‘

CASE NAME: ABRAHAM LINCOLN HIGH SCHOOL OF SAN FRANCISCO ALUMNI
ASSOCIATION, et al.v. SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF
EDUCATION, et al

SOWMAN LIU

ST

FOR COURT USE ONLY
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X} unlimited [ Limited ’ . .
(Amount (Amount [ counter [ Joinder
demanded demanded is Filed with first appearance by defendant
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JUDGE: "Efhan P.

DEPT.:

Items 1-6 below must be completed (see instructions on page 2).

1. .Check one box below for the case type that best describes this case:
Auto Tort Contract

Unlawful Detainer
Commercial (31)
Residential- (32)
Drugs (38)

Judicial Review
Asset forfeiture (05)
Petition re: arbitration award (11)
Writ of mandate (02)
Other judicial review (39)

Auto (22) Breach of contract/warranty (06)
‘Uninsured motorist (46) Rule 3.740 collections (09)
Other PI/PD/WD (Personal Injury/Property Insurance coverage (18)
Asbestos (04) Other contract (37)
Product liability (24)
Eminent domain/inverse
Other PI/PD/WD (23) condemnation (14)
Non-PI/PD/WD (Other) Tort Other real property (26)
Civil rights (08)
Defamation (13)
Intellectual property (19)
Professional negligence (25) -
Employment
Wrongful termination (36)

Other collections (09)
Damage/Wrongful Death) Tort
Real Property

Medical malpractice (45)

Wrongful eviction (33)
Business tort/unfair business practice (07)
Fraud (16)
Other non-PI/PD/WD tort (35)
Other employment (15)

Provisionally Complex Civil Litigation
Cal. Rules of Court, rules 3.400-3.403)
Antitrust/Trade regulation (03)
Construction defect (10)
Mass tort (40}
Securities litigation (28)
Environmental/Toxic tort (30)

Insurance coverage claims arising from theg

above listed provisionally complex case
types (41)

Enforcement of Judgment
Enforcement of judgment (20)

Miscellaneous Civil Complaint

B RICO (27)

Other complaint (not specified above) (42)
Miscellaneous Civil Petition

Partnership and corporate governance (21)
Other petition (not specified above) (43)

Filed via Fax prepa

Nor Cal Courier and Lega Sarvices

963 Buzh St #4042 San Francisco, CA. 941
. 4158509308

complex under rule 3.400 of the California Rules of Court. If the case is complex, mark the

2. Thiscase [ is X} is not
factors requiring exceptional judicial management:
a. Large number of separately represented parties d. B Large number of witnesses
b. Extensive motion practice raising difficult or novel  e. Coordination with related actions pending in one or more courts
issues that will be time-consuming to resolve - in other counties, states, or countries, or in a federal court
¢. [ Substantial amount of documentary evidence [ Substantial postjudgment judicial supervision
3. Remedies sought (check all that apply): a. [_] monetary b. IXI nonmonetary; declaratory or injunctive refief c. (L] punitive
4. Number of causes of action (specify):
5. This case is ﬁ is not a class action suit.
6. If there are any known related cases, file and serve a notice of related case. (You may usg-fom.(
Date: 3/17/21
Paul D. Scott )

(TYPE OR PRINT NAME)

O’/(S'IGNAT@{!'E OF PAH?"V OR ATTORNEY FOR PARTY)
1

NOTICE

in sanctions.
e File this cover sheet in addition to any cover sheet required by local court rule.

other parties to the action or proceeding.

e Plaintiff must file this cover sheet with the first paper filed in the action or proceeding (except small claims cases or cases filed
under the Probate Code, Family Code, or Welfare and Institutions Code). (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 3.220.) Failure to file may result

e |f this case is complex under rule 3.400 et seq. of.the California Rules of Court, you must serve a copy of this cover sheet on all

e Unless this is a collections case under rule 3. 740 or a complex case, this cover sheet will be used for statistical purposes only.
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INSTRUCTIONS ON HOW TO COMPLETE THE COVER SHEET

L]

To Plaintiffs and Others Filing First Papers. If you are filing a first paper (for example, a complaint) in a civil case, you must
complete and file, along with your first paper, the ” Civil Case Cover Sheet contained on page 1. This information will be used to compile
statistics about the types and numbers of cases filed. You must complete items 1 through 6 on the sheet. In item 1, you must check
one box for the case type that best describes the case. If the case fits both a general and a more specific type of case listed in item 1,
check the more specific one. If the case has multiple causes of action, check the box that best indicates the primary cause of action.
To assist you in completing the sheet, examples of the cases that belong under each case type in item 1 are provided below. A cover
sheet must be filed only with your initial paper. Failure to file a cover sheet with the first paper filed in a civil case may subject a party,

its counsel, or both to sanctions under rules 2.30 and 3.220 of the California Rules of Court.

To Parties in Rule 3.740 Collections Cases. A "collections case" under rule 3.740 is defined as an action for recovery of money
owed in a sum stated to be certain that is not more than $25,000, exclusive of interest and attorney's fees, arising from a transaction in
which property; services, or money was acquired on credit. A coliections case does not include an action seeking the following: (1) tort
damages, (2) punitive damages, (3) recovery of real property, (4) recovety of personal property, or (5) a prejudgment writ of
attachment. The identification of a case as a rule 3.740 collections case on this form means that it will be exempt from the general
time-for-service requirements and case management rules, unless a defendant files a responsive pleading. A rule 3.740 collections

case will be subject to the requirements for service and obtaining a judgment in rule 3.740.

To Parties in Complex Cases. In complex cases only, parties must also use the Civil Case Cover Sheet to designate whether the
case is complex. If a plaintiff believes the case is complex under ruie 3.400 of the California Rules of Court, this must be indicated by
completing the appropriate boxes in items 1 and 2. If a plaintiff designates a case as complex, the cover sheet must be served with the
complaint on all parties to the action. A defendant may file and serve no later than the time of its first appearance a joinder in the
plaintiff's designation, a counter-designation that the case is not complex, or, if the plaintiff has made no designation, a designation that

the case is complex.

Auto Tort

Auto (22)-Personal Injury/Property
Damage/Wrongful Death

Uninsured Motorist (46) (if the
case involves an uninsured
motorist claim subject to
arbitration, check this item
instead of Auto)

Other PI/PD/WD (Personal Injury/
Property Damage/Wrongful Death)’
Tort .
Asbestos (04) .
Asbestos Property Damage
Asbestos Personal Injury/
Wrongful Death
Product Liability (not asbestos or
toxic/environmental) (24) -
Medical Malpractice (45)
Medical Malpractice-
Physicians & Surgeons
Other Professional Health Care
Malpractice ’
Other PI/PDWD (23) -
Premises Liability (e.g., slip
andfal)
Intentional Bodily Injury/PD/WD’
(e.g., assault, vandalism)
Intentional Infliction of ~ * »
Emotional Distress
Negligent Infliction of
Emotional Distress
Other PI/PD/WD

Non-PI/PD/WD (Other) Tort
Business Tort/Unfair Business
Practice (07) . L
Civil Rights (e.g., discrimination,
false arrest) (not-civil
harassment) (08) .
Defamation (e.g., slander, libel)
(13) '
Fraud (16) .
Intellectual Property (19)
Professional Negligence (25)
Legal Malpractice

Other Professional Malpractice
(not medical or legal)
Other Non-PI/PD/WD Tort (35)
Employment AN
Wrongful Termination (36) ¢
Other Employment (15)

CASE TYPES AND EXAMPLES

Contract
Breach of Contract/Warranty (06)
Breach of Rental/Lease
Contract (not unlawful detainer
or wrongful eviction)
Contract/Warranty Breach-Seller
Plaintiff (not fraud or negligence)
Negligent Breach-of Contract/
Warranty
Other Breach of Contract/Warranty
Collections (e.g., money owed, open
" book accounts) (09)
Collection Case-Seller Plaintiff
Other Promissory Note/Collections
Case ‘ .
Insurance Coverage (not provisionally
complex) (18) .
Auto Subrogation
Other Coverage
Other Contract (37) -
Contractual Fraud
Other Contract Dispute

Real Property .

Eminent Domain/Inverse
Condemnation (14)

Wrongful Eviction (33) o

Other Real Property (e.g., quiet title) (26)
Writ of Possession of Real Property
Mortgage Foreclosure
Quiet Title ) .
Other Real Property (not eminent
domain, landlord/tenant, or
foreclosure)

Unlawful Detainer
Commercial (31)
Residential (32) . )
Drugs (38) (if the case involves illegal
drugs, check this item; otherwise,
-report as Commercial or Residential)

Judicial Review i

Asset Forfeiture (05) - .

Petition Re:-Arbitration Award (11)

Writ of Mandate (02) a
Writ-Administrative Mandamus
Writ-Mandamus on Limited Court

Case Matter
Writ-Other Limited Court Case
" Review

Other Judicial Review (39) .
Review of Health Officer Order
Notice of Appeal-Labor .

Commissionér Appeals .

Provisionally Complex Civil Litigation (Cal.
. Rules of Court Rules 3.400-3.403)
Antitrust/Trade Regulation (03)
Construction Defect (10)
Claims Involving Mass Tort (40)
Securities Litigation (28)
Environmental/Toxic Tort (30)
Insurance Coverage Claims
* (arising from provisionally complex
case type listed above) (41)
Enforcement of Judgment
Enforcement of Judgment (20)
Abstract of Judgment (Out of
County)
Confession of Judgment (non-
" domestic relations)
Sister State Judgment -
- Administrative Agency Award
(not unpaid taxes)
Petition/Certification of Entry of
Judgment on Unpaid Taxes
Other Enforcement of Judgment
Case

- . Miscellaneous Civil Complaint

RICO (27)
Other Complaint (not specified
above) (42)
Declaratory Relief Only
Injunctive Relief Only (non-
harassment)
Mechanics Lien
Other Commercial Complaint
Case (non-tort/non-complex)
~Other Civil Complaint .
(non-tort/non-complex)

Miscellaneous Civil Petition
Partnership and Corporate
Governance (21) :
Other Petition (not specified
above) (43)
Civil Harassment
Workplace Violence
Elder/Dependent Adult
Abuse
Election Contest .
Petition for Name Change
‘Petition for Relief from Late
Claim
Other Civil Petition

CM-010 [Rev. July 1, 2007]

"CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET

-

Page 20f2

CM-010



