
From: tony <tony.higgins123@gmail.com> 
Subject: Re: Public Records Request - PRR-19-00031-Higgins,Tony-04-08-19 (attached at end of this 
email) 
Date: June 2, 2019 at 10:14:22 PM PDT 
To: Michael Jenkins <Michael.Jenkins@bbklaw.com>, City Council <citycouncil@hermosabch.org>, city 
Clerk <cityclerk@hermosabch.org> 
Cc: Tony Higgins <tony.higgins123@gmail.com>, Records Request <recordsrequest@hermosabch.org>, 
Suja Lowenthal <suja@hermosabch.org>, Robert Smith <wrdzmith@aol.com>, Gary Mammet 
<garyhb@verizon.net>, Walter Booty <walterbooty@outlook.com>, "krobertson@hermosabch.org" 
<krobertson@hermosabch.org> 

June 2, 2019 

Dear City Attorney, 
Dear City Council: 

Re: Public Records Request - PRR-19-00031-Higgins,Tony-04-08-19 

I received the logfiles and only 7 responsive-records from the city related to my PRR-19-00031-
Higgins,Tony-04-08-19 this past Thursday afternoon. 

I am writing to ensure that the actual search-results from this PRR are not deleted while you consider 
that I have a compelling case that the city is inappropriately withholding records in clear violation of our 
states Public Records statutes. 

In short, the log files revealed the city withheld 99.8% of the 2,211 records my PRR search yielded.  It 
gave me only 7 emails 

It is simply not credible that approximately 2,200 records were withheld properly, given the limitations 
placed on withholding records in the Public Records statutes.   

This email enumerates my concerns. 

See my PRR_request.doc below for details of my Public Records Request at the end of this email. 

Please note this email is by no means an exhaustive analysis of the log file data.  But I felt I compelled to 
reply immediately to make sure the records from my search query are not destroyed. 

Please also, note that even though 2,211 records were found based on my search parameters (see PRR 
19-00031.doc attached);  only ~ 1 record per each THOUSAND records examined by the cities search-
utility software were actually selected.   That lends credence to the fact that my PRR was a well targeted 
search. 

Following is a abbreviated-list of data sources (Custodians) and the number of records that matched my 
search criteria; but were withheld: 

Note: For the purposes of this list an item counts as 1 email. 
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Custodians 
Withheld 
Items/Total 

gkau@hermosabch.org 289/289 

mmckinnon@hermosapolice.org 167/167 

jmassey@hermosabch.org 148/148 

jduclos@hermosabch.org 146/146 

sarmato@hermosabch.org 137/137 

mcampbell@hermosabch.org 136/137 

krobertson@hermosabch.org 100/100 

anny@hermosabch.org 94/94 

hfangary@hermosabch.org 89/89 

spapa@hermosapolice.org 82/82 

ndeanda@hermosabch.org 80/80 

suja@hermosabch.org 79/79 

brollins@hermosabch.org 47/47 

korta@hermosabch.org 32/32 

lzeigler@hermosabch.org 31/31 

lsingleton@hermosabch.org 31/31 

cityclerk@hermosabch.org 29/29 

efreeman@hermosabch.org 23/23 

kmorris@hermosabch.org 23/23 

recordsrequest@hermosabch.org 18/18 

lphillips@hermosapolice.org 16/16 

labbott@hermosabch.org 15/15 

MSteele@hermosabch.org 12/12 

  
Note 1:  See Logfile_summary.xls and Logfile_Detail.xls included at the end of this email for additional 
information. 
Note 2: The Logfile_Summary.xls contains a pivot table summarizing the 3 log files the city. 
-Click on the name of the person to see underlying detail.  
-Doubleclick to collapse pivot table. 
 
Once again, it is simply not credible that for the above listed users, 100% of the above listed records 
matched a Public Records Exclusion Criteria and were therefore not released to me. This clearly 
indicates an arbitrary standard was applied. 
 
I challenge the City Council Members to ask the City Attorney's Office to provide the withheld 
records from each of their accounts (listed above in bold text) and determine for themselves if the 
City Attorneys office is following the appropriate Public Records Statutes and Exclusion 
Policies enumerated below: 
 
 

mailto:gkau@hermosabch.org
mailto:mmckinnon@hermosapolice.org
mailto:jmassey@hermosabch.org
mailto:jduclos@hermosabch.org
mailto:sarmato@hermosabch.org
mailto:mcampbell@hermosabch.org
mailto:krobertson@hermosabch.org
mailto:anny@hermosabch.org
mailto:hfangary@hermosabch.org
mailto:spapa@hermosapolice.org
mailto:ndeanda@hermosabch.org
mailto:suja@hermosabch.org
mailto:brollins@hermosabch.org
mailto:korta@hermosabch.org
mailto:lzeigler@hermosabch.org
mailto:lsingleton@hermosabch.org
mailto:cityclerk@hermosabch.org
mailto:efreeman@hermosabch.org
mailto:kmorris@hermosabch.org
mailto:recordsrequest@hermosabch.org
mailto:lphillips@hermosapolice.org
mailto:labbott@hermosabch.org
mailto:MSteele@hermosabch.org


COMPLIANCE WITH THE PUBLIC RECORDS ACT: 
 
The people have the right of access to information concerning the conduct of the people’s 
business, and, therefore, the meetings of public bodies and the writings of public officials and agencies 
shall be open to public scrutiny.  CAL. CONST. ART. I, § 3(B). 
 
In enacting this, the Legislature, mindful of the right of individuals to privacy, finds and 
declares that access to information concerning the conduct of the people’s business is a fundamental 
and necessary right of every person in this state. GOV’T CODE § 6250. 
 
California’s Public Records Act is a key part of the philosophy that government at all levels in this State 
must be open and accessible to all. [1] 
 
The requirements of the Public Records Act are the minimum standards which must be met by 
local agencies. The Public Records Act specifically provides that agencies may adopt procedures to allow 
greater access to records, except where the law otherwise prohibits access.  [11] 
 
The Public Records Act does NOT permit public agencies to withhold an entire document that 
contains both exempt and nonexempt information. On this point, the Supreme Court ruled that agencies 
must use “the equivalent of a surgical scalpel to separate those portions of a record subject to disclosure 
from privileged portions” unless records are not “reasonably segregable. [85] Further, the Court 
stressed that any ambiguity must be construed in “whichever way will further the people’s right of 
access. [86] 
 
Note:  I’m sure that many of the records that were withheld included exempt and non-
exempt information yet I did not receive a single redacted record.  This flies in the face of common-
sense and points to the fact that the city did not diligently apply the Public Records exclusion laws but 
rather just made a blanket denial. 
 
The motive of the requester seeking public records is immaterial; an individual already in possession of 
requested documents may seek the documents so he or she may publicly disseminate them without fear 
of liability for doing so. Caldecott v. Superior Court, 243 Cal. App. 4th 212, 219 (4 Dist. 2015). 
 
There are numerous cases examining a “balancing test” that make it clear that the burden is on the local 
agency to show that the public interest in confidentiality outweighs the public interest in disclosure. In 
fact, given the public policy involved, courts demand a demonstration of “clear overbalance” to justify 
non- disclosure. [95] 
 
In practice, very few local agencies have been able to convince reviewing courts that the public interest 
in confidentiality outweighs the interest in disclosure. 
 
Please also consider the General public interest exemption.Gov’t Code § 6255. 
 
In practice, very few local agencies have been able to convince reviewing courts that the public interest 
in confidentiality outweighs the interest in disclosure. In the absence of a specific statutory exemption, 
this “catch-all” distinction rarely has been successfully relied upon to justify nondisclosure. Thus, local 
agencies must in good faith find a relatively rare “clear overbalance” to justify confidentiality on this 
ground.96 

http://exemption.gov/


In the absence of a specific statutory exemption, this “catch-all” distinction rarely has been successfully 
relied upon to justify nondisclosure. Thus, local agencies must in good faith find a relatively rare “clear 
overbalance” to justify confidentiality on this ground. [96] 

I have listed below, the additional exemptions I believe might have been used by the City Attorney in 
denying the above listed records, as well as considerations that I believe apply to my Public Records 
Request. 

Once again I ask that the City Council Members request the records that were withheld from their 
accounts to determine how they comport with the actual intent and the PRR statutes and process 
enumerated below: 

SUMMARY OF EXEMPTIONS: 

(1) Preliminary drafts, notes, or interagency or intra-agency memoranda.  Gov’t Code § 6254(a).

Public officials should be aware that preliminary drafts and notes, along with interagency and intra-
agency memoranda, are exempt from disclosure as public records if those documents are not 
customarily retained by the local agency in the ordinary course of business AND THE PUBLIC INTEREST IN 
WITHHOLDING THOSE RECORDS CLEARLY OUTWEIGHS THE PUBLIC INTEREST IN DISCLOSURE. [53] 

The Public Records Act DOES NOT PERMIT public agencies to WITHHOLD an ENTIRE DOCUMENT 
that CONTAINS BOTH EXEMPT and NONEXEMPT INFORMATION.  On this point, the Supreme Court ruled 
that agencies must use “the equivalent of a surgical scalpel to separate those portions of a record 
subject to disclosure from privileged portions” unless records are not “reasonably segregable.”85  

(2) Records pertaining to pending litigation to which the agency is a party. Gov’t Code § 6254(b).

This is not applicable because there is no pending litigation. 

(3) Arrest records, complaint reports, investigatory and security files. Gov’t Code § 6254(f).

Investigatory or security files compiled by a local agency for law enforcement or licensing purposes are 
also covered by the exemption, PROVIDED “there is a CONCRETE and DEFINITE PROSPECT of CRIMINAL 
LAW  ENFORCEMENT PROCEEDINGS.”75,  This applies to all hermosa police.org search results 

(4) General Exclusions.

Under the Public Records Act, a local government agency must disclose virtually any public document; 
only a statutory exemption or a need for confidentiality that clearly outweighs the public’s right 
to access will legally justify withholding a public document.  

Under the Public Records Act, every person has the right to inspect and to obtain a copy of 
any identifiable public record. [4]  It is irrelevant whether the person making the Public Records 
Act request already has possession of the public records requested. [5] 

http://police.org/


Note:  This means that the city must provide all records that matched my search criteria including 
copies of emails I originated that were sent to city officials.  This was not done. 

WHAT ARE THE PENALTIES FOR FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE PUBLIC RECORDS ACT? 

First and foremost, at this point at this point I am not anticipating legal action.  The case for the release 
of records is so compelling that I believe the City will act immediately and take action to release 
inappropriately withheld records in deference to City Government Transparency and Accountability 
goals it ascribes too in 2017 Plan Hermosa. 

I believe the city will release these records because a failure to release these records will simply be seen 
as a thinly-veiled attempt to block CEQA safety and health related due processes afforded to the 
residents of 27th street related to the creation of a new truck-route and arterial roadway.   

But unlike other open government laws, the Public Records Act does not criminally penalize a local 
agency for its failure to comply with the Act. Nor does it subject a local agency to money damages for a 
violation.136  However, if a person requesting public records believes records have been 
improperly withheld, he or she may ask a court to compel a local agency to disclose the records.137 

Any person who prevails in enforcing his or her rights under the Act in court is entitled to receive court 
costs and reasonable attorney fees.138 

Courts have deemed a person to be the “prevailing party” for purposes of awarding costs and fees if 
filing of the lawsuit motivated the local agency to produce ANY documents.139 

The production of just one document can be sufficient to trigger an award of costs and fees.140 

Along the lines I believe the overwhelming evidence is that the city has withheld hundreds if not 
thousands of records inappropriately. 

CONCLUSION AND NEXT STEPS: 

The obstruction of the Public Records Act is not a trivial matter.  A failure to diligently follow these 
statutes undermines public-trust in the City Administration and the Cities elected officials.  The City 
Council is charged with oversight on these matters. 

First, I demand the city not delete records related to my PRR and conduct an immediate review of the 
documents that have been withheld consistent with the above standards. 

Second, I ask that an independent non-affiliated lawyer be brought in by the City Council to determine if 
substantial violations of the due process afforded by the Public Records Act have occurred related to my 
PRR and the cities failure to turn over records from my Public Records request 

Third, I ask that if its found that the City Attorney’s office demonstrated a pattern of disregard to the 
proper methods of excluding Public Records Documents related to my PRR, then the City Attorney and 
BBK.law be excluded from all future Public Records act involvement and serious consideration be given 
to replacing the City Attorney or BBKLaw as a matter of restoring public trust.  



 
Thank you, 
Anthony Higgins 
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City of Hermosa Beach 
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 

310.318-0203 - Fax 310.372-6186 
Email: recordsrequest@hermosabch.org 

eivedB;!MrjN H. 
ferred To: . G ~ .leReferred: =m~ 

Public Records Request 
The City of Hermosa Beach encourages public participation in the governing process and provides reasonable accessibility to all public 
records except those documents which are exempt from disclosure by express provisions of law or considered confidential or privileged 
under the law. The City is under no obligation to respond to requests which are not focused or specific. The City may withhold 
documents which are exempt from disclosure under state or federal law, including the attorney-client privilege or any other applicable 
privilege. The City, in accordance with Government Code Section 6253(b), has ten (10) days to respond to any request for public 
documents by indicating whether or not the documents exist and will be made available. Actual production of the documents may take 
somewhat longer depending upon their ease of availability and staff workload. To assist us in providing a timely response to your 
request, please fill out the form below and indicate the specific record/document you wish to review. 

, Ge-l NS 

City: Fax: 

Record or Document Requested: 
To assist the City with your request, please identify each requested record/document separately. Please be as specific as 
possible. Non specific inquiries may cause responses to be delayed or may prove to be burdensome and therefore the 
City may not be able to respond. (Additional sheets ma be used) Subm't all re uests to the Cit Clerk's Office. 

\ 
Photocopies are $0.20 per page (Mailing fee, if applicable is $3.00 plus postage). Fees must be paid before rJcords are 
released. 

I agree to pay all applicable fees and charges per the City Council Resolution of Fees for any copies I request of the 
above mentioned document. Accepted method of payment: Cash or check. Credit card accepted in person only. 

Signature 

For Departmental Use Only: 
Action Requested: 
__ Review Only 
__ Copies Requested 

For City Clerk's Use Only: 
Date Requestor Notified 

Action Taken: 
__ Document Reviewed 
__ Copies Provided 

Date 

By _____ _ _ ____ Date __________ _ 

__ Non-Existent Document 
__ Other (Please Explain) 

___ RefusaVReason ________________________________________ __ 

Notified By: Date Picked Up or Mailed 

Attachment 1 - PRA Request



April 8, 2019 

To: Ms. Linda Abbott 
Deputy City Clerk, Hermosa Beach 

From: Anthony Higgins 
2705 Morningside Drive, 
Hermosa Beach, CA., 90254-2121 
tony.higginsI23@gmail.com 

Subj: Public Records Request - Anthony Higgins - Public Records Request 4/8/2019 

Dear Ms. Abbott 

I apologize for the delay in getting back to you with the search parameters for Item 1 of my 
12/3/2018 PRR below, as we had agreed. 

Item 1: 

1. Any emailsl documents or meeting notes that explain why Herondo truck- route pictured 
below was selected for the Hermosa Avenue pavement project. 

Note: JIm specifically interested in information & documentation on safety, and/or quality of 
life factors that were considered in the selection of the Herondo-Route; not just the logistical 
factors. (i.e. the availability of a convenient staging areal etc.). 

CITY RESPONSE TO MY12/3/2018 PRR: 
No responsive documents found. The IT Department is doing an in-depth search for related 
emails .... 

End 

Ms. Abbott, as we discussed, since the truck-route for the Hermosa Av Surfacing Project was 
determined by HB Public Works and it was NOT the most direct-route so it follows that the 
reasons for selecting this route must have been identified, discussed & documented. 

However, Item 1 of my 12/3/2018 PRR yielded no search results other than emails I had sent. 



This issue has still greater significance when one considers the construction truck route plan 
for the much larger Plaza Hotel project where up to 7500 heavy truck trips may be required. 

Rather than going back and requesting the city provide the log-files for previous PRR EMAIL 
search-requests and working back, below I have provided specific search parameters that I 
believe will yield the records I am looking for. 

Accordingly, if the City prefers, this request may be treated as a new PRR. 

While the keyword-search parameters I provide below may seem somewhat exhaustive, the 
city is using Microsoft 0365 client and the City has access to the Office 365 Security and 
Compliance Center on the Microsoft Office 365 US Government Community Cloud; so the 
actual keyword search should be relatively simple and straightforward: Office 365 Security 
and Compliance Center allows multiple keyword-searches to be concatenated into a single 
query. 

NEW SEARCH PARAMETERS: 

Search Window or Timeframe: 
Two years from today's date. 

Domains 
ALL city-managed or city-owned domains including but not limited to @hermosabch.org 
and @hermosapolice.org 

Accounts: 
All user-accounts in ALL city domains including but not limited to city employees, contractors 
and consultants whose accounts were active anytime during the past two years, including all 
accounts that may have been inactivated OR deleted & archived during the two-year search 
window time-frame 

Keywords Parameters [1]: 

Document Type: ALL (see footnote 2) 

All keyword searches are case insensitive using the NEAR keyword search operator: 

I NOTE: NEAR operator returns Items with words that are near each other, where n equals J 
the number of words apart. For example, best NEAR(5) worst returns any item where the 
word "worst" is within five words of "best" 

NEAR (syntax) 
keywordl NEAR(15) keyword2 



Example: 
"Truck Route" NEAR (15) safety 

Option: 
Truck AND Route NEAR (15) safety 

Note: quotation marks are meant to signify the Boolean AND operator. I am not searching for 
strings that include quotation marks. 

The keyword-search-list below is meant to define the functional characteristics of the keyword
search, not the actual syntax of the search query. 

START KEYWORD LIST: 

"truck route" NEAR(15) safety 
"truck route" N EAR( 15) noise 
"truck route" NEAR(15) vibration 
"truck route" NEAR(15) hazard 
"truck route" NEAR(15) pollution 
"truck route" NEAR(15) EIR 
"truck route" NEAR(15) FEIR 
"truck route" NEAR(15) DEIR 
"truck route" N EAR( 15) safety 
"truck route" NEAR(15) sidewalk 
"truck route" NEAR(15) Higgins 

truck-route NEAR(15) safety 
truck-route NEAR(15) noise 
truck-route NEAR(15) vibration 
truck-route NEAR(15) hazard 
truck-route NEAR(15) pollution 
truck-route NEAR(15) EIR 
truck-route NEAR(15) FEIR 
truck-route NEAR(15) DEIR 
truck-route NEAR(15) safety 
truck-route NEAR(15) sidewalk 
truck-route NEAR (15) higgins 

27th NEAR(15) safety 
27th NEAR(15 ) noise 
27th NEAR(15) vibration 
27th NEAR(15) hazard 
27th NEAR(15) pollution 



27th NEAR(15) EIR 
27th NEAR(15) FEIR 
27th NEAR(15) DEIR 
27th NEAR(15) Plan Hermosa 
27th NEAR(15) Plan-Hermosa 
27th NEAR(15) safety 
27th NEAR(15) sidewalk 
27th NEAR(15) higgins 
27th NEAR(15) 35703 
27th NEAR15) 10.12.120 
27th NEAR(15) All American Asphalt 

AVP NEAR(15) 27th 
fiesta NEAR(15) Gould 
fiesta NEAR(15) 27th 
truck route NEAR(15) Plan Hermosa 
truck-route NEAR(15) Plan-Hermosa 
enforcement NEAR(15) direct-route 
enforcement NEAR(15) "direct route" 

END 

Request for Specific Inactive User Accounts: 

Glen Kau - former Public Works Director 
Sergio Gonzalez - former City Manager 
John Jalili - former City Manager 

These 3 individuals were in key leadership positions and their user accounts are likely to contain 
records related to how the city made its decisions related to Truck routes and truck-route 
safety, quality of life, health and property-rights decisions over the past two years. I trust that 
given these were key personnel in senior positions their email has been archived and not 
deleted. 

Please note that as part of this PRR I specifically request the log-files [1] from this search that 
show the actual search-parameters used and the summary-results listing the number of search 
"hits" BY user account, in an unredacted file, as a means to audit the search-results I obtain 
under this PRR. 

I trust that the city maintains and keeps records of all PRR initiated Email searches as a means 
of proving compliance with the State's Public Records laws anyway. In general, there should 
not be any confidentiality concerns related to these log-files since they only show the number 
of "matches" to a specific search-term associated to a specific user account, but the logs do not 
contain user-data beyond that. 



Log-files are a standard feature of the cities Office 365 Security & Compliance Center record 
search utility. 

Note: The City's IT analyst should be able to concatenate these searches into 1 or 2 queries, 
reducing the labor and run-times. 

Also, please note that the above keyword-searches are for message-text. That is, this search is 
not a "subject" line search. It is a search of the body or text of documents or emails. 

Finally, as part of this PRR, please provide me with the system-privilege level of the IT analyst(s) 
performing these searches to confirm that the analyst has the necessary system privileges to 
search all documents. Inadequate system privileges can result in incomplete search results. 

Thank You, 
Anthony Higgins 



ATTACHMENT A 

FOOTNOTES 



Footnotes 

[1] 

[2] KIND operator 

I 
The type of email message to search for. Possible values: 
contacts 
docs 
email 
externaldata 
faxes 
im 
journals 
meetings 
microsoftteams (returns items from chats, meetings, and calls in Microsoft Teams) 
notes 
posts 
rssfeeds 
tasks 
voicemai 

https://docs.microsoft.com/en-us/office365/securitycompli a nce/keyword-gueries-and
search-conditions 



Attachments B 

MESSAGE FROM CITY CLERKS OFFICE RELATED TO Item 1 of my 12/3/2018 PRR: 

On Mar 6, 2019, at 4:28 PM, Records Request <recordsreguest@hermosabch .org> wrote: 

Hello Mr. Higgins, 

I apologize for this taking so long. Please provide the following information: 

IT email search terms/keywords 
IT email addresses 
IT emails date range 

I just received results of our IT search for your 12/24/18 Public Records Request but they are 
all emailsfrom you, so I know that is not right. 

I will find out what information IT used previously. 

In the meantime, if you have lingering questions about the Project, or anything else, I suggest 
you send them to Lucho Rodriguez, Acting Public Works Director, 

who is Cc'd above, or that you call him at 310.318.0210, as back and forth/question and 
answer is not a Public Records Request. 

I will work on getting this done for you ASAP. 

My sincere apologies, 

Linda Abbott 
Deputy City Clerk 



Attachment C 

Correspondence to CITY OUTLINING THE REASONS I QUESTIONED THAT ITEM 1 of my 
12/3/2018 PRR YIELDED NO RECORDS: 

It's simply hard to believe no records are available on the purpose behind why the route 
pictured above and provided to me by the city was selected for the Hermosa Ave pavement 
project. 

It is a circuitous route and there simply must have been justifications for it that were 
discussed and documented. 

My sense is at least a portion of the justifications were safety and quality of life related. 

Speaking frankly, the city may not want the reasons this route was selected in the public 
domain because it could influence future actions, but government transparency on how 
decisions are made is a central purpose of the California Public Records Act 

• Did the city ask Mr. Rodriguez for any documents or notes that may shed light on this 
question? 

• Have the email searches I requested pursuant to the 12/3/2018 related to the above 
request been completed? 

• Was safety discussed as a justification for the Herondo route that bypasses 27th 
Street? Given 27th streets narrow roadway where large trucks can run inches from a narrow
obstructed telephone pole obstructed sidewalk; I believe this would make sense 

• Was excessive noise discussed as a justification for the Herondo route? Given 27th 
streets extremely close proximity to homes on the westbound side; I believe this would make 
sense. 

• Was excessive vibration to nearby homes discussed as a justification for the Herondo 
truck-route for the Hermosa Ave project? I believe this makes sense because of the failing 
roadway. Please consider the 71 potholes that were recently patched and the 40 or so 2-4-
inch-wide transverse curb to curb cracks that Public Works was aware of at the time the 
route was selected and still exist today. 

I choose to believe that public works competently considered all of these factors when they 
choose to bypass 27th Street and use the rather circuitous Herondo route for the Hermosa 
Ave project. 
Yet almost 2 1/2 months after my California Public Records Act (CPRA) request the city has 
been unable to find any records of why the route pictured above was selected. 
END MSG 



Sum of Items
Custodians Logfile# Location name Total

agiancoli@hermosabch.org 1
anny@hermosabch.org 94
brollins@hermosabch.org 47
bvillanueva@hermosabch.org 6
cityclerk@hermosabch.org 29
cnewkirk@hermosabch.org 5
dpedersen@hermosabch.org 2
dscheid@hermosapolice.org 4
edoerfling@hermosabch.org 7
efreeman@hermosabch.org 23
FMacias@hermosabch.org 6
frances@hermosabch.org 1
gkau@hermosabch.org 289
gkonrad@hermosabch.org 11
gmoe@hermosapolice.org 3
hbehboodi@hermosabch.org 1
hfangary@hermosabch.org 89
hotelEIR@hermosabch.org 2
jbrittain@hermosabch.org 1
jduclos@hermosabch.org 146
jmassey@hermosabch.org 148
kbrown@hermosabch.org 1
kchafin@hermosabch.org 5
kmorris@hermosabch.org 23
knguyen@hermosabch.org 6
korta@hermosabch.org 32
krobertson@hermosabch.org 100
kswindell@hermosabch.org 4
labbott@hermosabch.org 15
lcastillo@hermosabch.org 49
lnichols@hermosabch.org 4
lphillips@hermosapolice.org 16
lrodriguez@hermosabch.org 207
lsingleton@hermosabch.org 31
lzeigler@hermosabch.org 31
mcampbell@hermosabch.org 136
mmckinnon@hermosapolice.org 167
mrice@hermosabch.org 2
MSteele@hermosabch.org 12
ndeanda@hermosabch.org 80
npino@hermosabch.org 6
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phoffman@hermosabch.org 2
rcarpenter@hermosabch.org 7
recordsrequest@hermosabch.org 18
rhiggins@hermosapolice.org 11
rsaemann@hermosabch.org 2
RSalan@hermosabch.org 6
sarmato@hermosabch.org 137
sonalit@hermosabch.org 8
spapa@hermosapolice.org 82
ssmith@hermosapolice.org 5
sstine@hermosapolice.org 4
suja@hermosabch.org 79
tjohnson@hermosapolice.org 7
Vcopeland@hermosabch.org 1
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