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Defendants State of California, Edmund Go®n Jr., Governor of California, in his
official capacity, and Xavier Becerra, Attorneyr@eal of California, irhis official capacity
(“California” or “Defendants”)answer and otherwise respondhe Complaint filed by Plaintiff
United States of America (“Plaintiff’ or “hited States”) on March 6, 2018 as follows.
California’s responses are made without wagyviand expressly resang, all rights that
California has to file dispositive motions addressed to the Plaintiff’'s remaining claims asse
the Complaint. California also does not respandnd is not obligated t@spond to, allegation
pertaining to claims that havedn dismissed without leave to@mad pursuant to éhCourt’s July
9, 2018 Order, ECF No. 197, namely the portioRlaintiff's first cause of action against
California Labor Code section 90.2 and Plaintiff's second and taiuses of action in their
entirety, as those claims are no longer partisfldwsuit. Except asxpressly admitted herein,
all allegations in the Complaint are denied.

RESPONSES TO ALLEGATIONS

The allegations contained in the first untered paragraph of the Complaint are
introductory and conclusory in nature, and thereho response is required. To the extent a
response is required, California admits thatrRitipurports to assert certain claims in its
Complaint and seeks certain remedies in conneutitinthose claims, and des that Plaintiff is
entitled to any relief. To the exteany of the allegations in thimragraph pertain to Plaintiff’s
claim against California Labord@de section 90.2 or Plaintiffsond and third causes of actio
California responds that those claime ap longer part ahis lawsuit éee ECF No. 197), and
accordingly, no response is required as tayaliens directed at those causes of action.

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

1. The allegations contained in the first ssmde of Paragraph 1 describe the relief
Plaintiff seeks and are conclusamynature, and therefore no respemsrequired. To the exten|
response is required, California admits thatrRitipurports to assert certain claims in its
Complaint and seeks certain remedies in commeetith those claims, denies the remaining

allegations contained in the firstntence of Paragraph 1, and dethes Plaintiff is entitled to

rted ir

S

any relief. The allegations contained ie second sentence ofrRgraph 1 state legal
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conclusions, and therefore no response is redquiif o the extent a response is required,
California denies the allegatioosntained in the second sentence of Paragraph 1. Further
responding, to the extent any oéthllegations in Paragraph 1 @@ntto Plaintiff's claim against
California Labor Code section 9002 Plaintiff's second and thdrcauses of actions, California
responds that those claims arelorager part of this lawsuisée ECF No. 197), and accordingly
no response is required t@sallegations directed #tose causes of action.

2.  The allegations contained in Paragratate legal conclusions, and therefore no
response is required. To the extent a respensguired, California answers that the United
States Constitution and the “numerous actSafgress” described in the second sentence of
Paragraph 2 speak for themselves, denies anything beyond the face of the United States
Constitution or acts of Congress described indtagh 2, and further denies that California's
laws obstruct, conflict with, or discriminateagst, federal immigration enforcement efforts.
Further responding, to the extent any of the allegations in Pphegnaertain to Plaintiff's claim
against California Labor Codmction 90.2 or Plaintiff’'s send and third causes of actions,
California responds that those claime ap longer part ahis lawsuit $ee ECF No. 197), and
accordingly, no response is required as tayaliens directed at those causes of action.

3.  The allegations contained in Paragrdmtate legal conclusions, and therefore no

response is required. To the extent a responsegusred, California admitdhat Plaintiff purports

to assert certain claims in its Complaintdalenies the remaining allegations in Paragraph
3. Further responding, to the extent any of thegations in Paragraphpggrtain to Plaintiff’s
claim against California Labor Codgection 90.2 or Plaintiff's sead and third causes of actior
California responds that those claime ap longer part ahis lawsuit $ee ECF No. 197), and
accordingly, no response is required as tayaliens directed at those causes of action.

4. In response to the allegations contaimeldaragraph 4, California states that the
statute, Assembly Bill (AB) 450, speaks for itsdiurther answering, California admits that A

450 regulates private employers’ discretion tamtdrily consent to requests from immigration

enforcement agents to enter the nonpublic avépkaces of labor and to access an employer’s

employee records, and denies the remaining allmgatn Paragraph 4. To the extent any of ti
2
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allegations in Paragraph 4 pentao Plaintiff’'s claim againgCalifornia Labor Code section 90.2,
California responds that this claimns longer part of this lawsuisde ECF No. 197), and
accordingly, no response is required as tayaliens directed at this cause of action.

5. Paragraph 5 concerns a cldimat is no longer a cause adtion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tieggito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

6. Paragraph 6 concerns a cldimat is no longer a cause adtion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tieggito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

7.  The allegations contained in Paragrdtate legal conclusions, and therefore no
response is required. To the extent a responsgusred, California answers that the state laws
at issue, the Supremacy Clause, and the UfSitatds Constitution described in Paragraph 7
speak for themselves. California denies anythieygpnd the face of the state laws at issue, the
Supremacy Clause, and the United States Conetitudind further deniesahCalifornia’s laws
obstruct the United States’ ability enforce laws that Congrelsas enacted or to perform its
duties under the Constitution. fther responding, to the exteanty of the allegations in
Paragraph 7 pertain to Plaintgftlaim against California Lab@ode section 90.2 or Plaintiff's
second and third causes of actions, California resphiadishose claims are henger part of this
lawsuit Gee ECF No. 197), and accordingly, no respongedgiired as to allegations directed at
those causes of action.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

8.  California states that the allegations cargdiin Paragraph 8 statonclusions of law
to which no response is required. To the exteesponse is required, California admits only that
the Court has jurisdiction overdtportions of the first causd action that have not been
dismissed from the Complaint, and to the extant of the allegations Paragraph 8 pertain
to Plaintiff's claim against Géornia Labor Code section 90& Plaintiff's second and third

causes of actions, California pesds that those claims are ovoder part of this lawsuis¢e ECF
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No. 197), and accordingly, no response is requiréd allegations directed at those causes of
action.

9. California states that the allegations camgdiin Paragraph 9 seéatonclusions of law
to which no response is required. To the exteesponse is required, California admits only that
it has offices within the Eastern District of Catifiia, and denies themaining allegations in
Paragraph 9. Further responding, to the exaeptof the allegations in Paragraph 9 pertain
to Plaintiff's claim against Géornia Labor Code section 90& Plaintiff’'s second and third
causes of actions, California pesids that those claims are ovoder part of this lawsuisg¢e ECF
No. 197), and accordingly, no response is requirdd allegations directed at those causes of
action.

10. California states that the allegations eored in Paragraph Xlate conclusions of
law to which no response is reqgdr To the extent a responseequired, California denies the
allegations in Paragraph 10. Fhet responding, to the extent anytloé¢ allegations in Paragraph
10 pertain to Plaintiff's claim agnst California Labor Code g@mn 90.2 or Plaintiff's second and
third causes of actions, Califormasponds that those claims arelmager part of this lawsuit
(see ECF No. 197), and accordingly, no response isiredwas to allegationdirected at those
causes of action.

PARTIES

11. California states that the allegations eoved in Paragraph Xktate conclusions of
law to which no response is reqdr To the extent a response is required, California admits
only, on information and belief, that the Unite@t®s enforces the immigration laws through its
Executive agencies including the Departmertiomeland Security and its component agencigs,
and otherwise denies the allegasan Paragraph 11. Furtherpesding, to the extent any of the
allegations in Paragraph 11 pentéo Plaintiff's claim againstalifornia Labor Code section 90,2
or Plaintiff's second and thirdauses of actions, California pesds that those claims are no
longer part of this lawsuisée ECF No. 197), and accordingly, no response is required as to

allegations directed #hose causes of action.

12. California admits the allegatis contained in Paragraph 12.
4
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13. California admits the allegations contaime Paragraph 13, except to the extent a
of the allegations in Paragraph 13 pertaiflantiff's claim against California Labor Code
section 90.2 or Plaintiff's sead and third causes of actio@glifornia responds that those
claims are no longer part of this lawswg ECF No. 197), and accordingly, no response is
required as to allegations diredtat those causes of action.

14. California admits the allegations contaime Paragraph 14, except to the extent a
of the allegations in Paragraph 14 pertaiPlantiff's claim against California Labor Code
section 90.2 or Plaintiff's sead and third causes of actio@alifornia responds that those
claims are no longer part of this lawssg ECF No. 197), and accordingly, no response is
required as to allegations diredtat those causes of action.

FEDERAL IMMIGRATION LAW

15. The allegations contained in Paragraplstate legal conclusions, and therefore n¢
response is required. To the extent a responsegusred, California answers that the articles ¢
the United States Constitution described in Paragraph 15 speak for themselves and denie
anything beyond the face of the United Statesdfitution. Further responding, to the extent &
of the allegations in Paragraph 15 pertaiPfantiff's claim against California Labor Code
section 90.2 or Plaintiff's sead and third causes of actio@glifornia responds that those
claims are no longer part of this lawssg ECF No. 197), and accordingly, no response is
required as to allegations diredtat those causes of action.

16. The allegations contained in Parara6 state legal conclusions, and therefore n
response is required. To the extent a respensguired, California answers that the United
States Constitution describedtire first sentence of Paragraph 16 and the cases quoted in tl
second sentence of Paragraph 16 speak for theessatd denies anything beyond the face of
United States Constitution and text of the casesrd®ed in Paragraph 16. Further responding
the extent any of the allegations in Paggdr 16 pertain to Plaiiff's claim against
California Labor Code section 9002 Plaintiff's second and thdrcauses of actions, California

responds that those claims arelorager part of this lawsuisée ECF No. 197), and accordingly

of

Ny

ne
the

J, to

no response is required @sallegations directed #tose causes of action.
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17. The allegations contained in Paragraplstate legal conclusions, and therefore n¢
response is required. To the extamesponse is required, Califorsiates that the cases cited
Paragraph 17 speak for themselves, and denykiag beyond the text of the cases describe
Paragraph 17. Further respondingthte extent any of the alleyjans in Paragraph 17 pertain
to Plaintiff's claim against G#ornia Labor Code section 90& Plaintiff’'s second and third
causes of actions, California pesids that those claims are ovoder part of this lawsuis¢e ECF
No. 197), and accordingly, no response is requiréd allegations directed at those causes of
action.

18. The allegations contained in Paragra@lstate legal conclusions, and therefore n¢
response is required. To the extent a respongg|isred, California admits that Congress has
enacted various provisions of the Immigrateord Nationality Act (INA) and the Immigration
Reform and Control Act of 1986RICA), states that the INA anBCA speak for themselves, a
denies anything beyond the face of the INA and IRCA. Further responding, to the extent g
the allegations in Paragraph 18 pertain to Hfei;tlaim against California Labor Code sectio
90.2 or Plaintiff's second and third causes dioas, California respondsdhthose claims are n
longer part of this lawsuisée ECF No. 197), and accordingly, no response is required as to
allegations directed at those causes of action.

19. The allegations contained in Paragra®lstate legal conclusions, and therefore n¢
response is required. To the extent a respensguired, Californiagtates that the laws
described in Paragraph 19 speak for themselmdglenies anything beyond the face of the la
described in Paragraph 19. Mt responding, to the extent anytloé allegations in Paragraph
19 pertain to Plaintiff's claim agnst California Labor Code dgmn 90.2 or Plaintiff's second ar
third causes of actions, Califormasponds that those claims arelmager part of this lawsuit
(see ECF No. 197), and accordingly, no response isiredwas to allegationdirected at those
causes of action.

20. The allegations contained in Paragra@tstate legal conclusions, and therefore n¢

response is required. To the extent a respensguired, Californiagtates that the laws
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described in Paragraph 20 speak for themselmdglenies anything beyond the face of the la
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described in Paragraph 20. Fat responding, to the extent anytloé allegations in Paragraph
20 pertain to Plaintiff's claim agnst California Labor Code s&mn 90.2 or Plaintiff's second and
third causes of actions, Califormasponds that those claims arelmager part of this lawsuit
(see ECF No. 197), and accordingly, no response isiredwas to allegationdirected at those
causes of action.

21. The allegations contained in Paragraptstate legal conclusions, and therefore no

in

response is required. To the extamesponse is required, Califorsiates that the case quoted
the first sentence of Paragraph 21 and the lawsritbed in the remainder of Paragraph 21 speak
for themselves and denies anything beyond theofetkie case and the face of the laws described
in Paragraph 21. Further responding, to the exentof the allegations Paragraph 21 pertain
to Plaintiff's claim against Géornia Labor Code section 90& Plaintiff’'s second and third
causes of actions, California pesids that those claims are ovader part of this lawsuis¢e ECF
No. 197), and accordingly, no response is requiréd allegations directed at those causes of
action.

22. The allegations contained in Paragraptstate legal conclusions, and therefore no
response is required. To the extent a respensguired, Californiagtates that the laws
described in Paragraph 22 speak for themselmddenies anything beyond the face of the laws
described in Paragraph 22. Mt responding, to the extent anytloé allegations in Paragraph
22 pertain to Plaintiff's claim agnst California Labor Code s&mn 90.2 or Plaintiff's second and
third causes of actions, Caliform@sponds that those claims arelmager part of this lawsuit
(see ECF No. 197), and accordingly, no response isiredwas to allegationdirected at those
causes of action.

23. The allegations contained in Paragraplstate legal conclusions, and therefore no
response is required. To the extent a responeg|isred, California stas that the regulation
described in Paragraph 23 spefikgtself and denies anythirlgeyond the face of the regulation
described in Paragraph 23. Mt responding, to the extent anytloé allegations in Paragraph

23 pertain to Plaintiff's claim agnst California Labor Code s&mn 90.2 or Plaintiff's second and

third causes of actions, Califormasponds that those claims arelmager part of this lawsuit
7
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(see ECF No. 197), and accordingly, no response isiredwas to allegationdirected at those
causes of action.
24. The allegations contained in Paragragtstate legal conclusions, and therefore no

response is required. To the extamesponse is required, Califorsiates that the case quoted in

the first sentence of Paragraph 24 and the lawsritbed in the remainder of Paragraph 24 speak
for themselves and denies anything beyond theofetkie case and the face of the laws described
in Paragraph 24. Further responding, to the exentof the allegations Paragraph 24 pertain
to Plaintiff's claim against Géornia Labor Code section 90& Plaintiff's second and third

causes of actions, California pesids that those claims are ovoder part of this lawsuis¢e ECF
No. 197), and accordingly, no response is requiréd allegations directed at those causes of
action.

25. The allegations contained in Paragraplstate legal conclusions, and therefore no
response is required. To the extent a respensguired, Californiastates that the laws
described in Paragraph 25 speak for themselmdgdenies anything beyond the face of the laws
described in Paragraph 25. Mt responding, to the extent anytloé allegations in Paragraph
25 pertain to Plaintiff's claim agnst California Labor Code s&mn 90.2 or Plaintiff's second and
third causes of actions, Califormasponds that those claims arelmager part of this lawsuit
(see ECF No. 197), and accordingly, no response isiredwas to allegationdirected at those
causes of action.

26. Inresponse to Paragraph 26, Californmiés] on information and belief, only that
Customs Border Protection enforces the immigraers at ports of entrgnd near the border in
California, and otherwise lacks knowledge and infation sufficient to admit or deny the truth|of
the remaining allegations in Paragraph 26, andesites them. Further responding, to the extent
any of the allegations in Paragraph 26 pertaifl&ntiff's claim againsCalifornia Labor Code
section 90.2 or Plaintiff's sead and third causes of actio@alifornia responds that those
claims are no longer part of this lawssg ECF No. 197), and accordingly, no response is

required as to allegations diredtat those causes of action.

8
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CALIFORNIA PROVISIONS

Restrictions on Cooperation with Workplace Immigration Enforcement (AB 450)

27. Inresponse to the allegations contdimethe first sentence of Paragraph 27,
California admits that on October 5, 201 gv@rnor Brown signed into law AB 450, which
became effective on January 1, 2018. In resptindee allegations contained in the second
sentence of Paragraph 27, California answettliey state legal conclusions, and therefore
no response is required, and AB 450 speaksdelfit To the exterd response is required,
California admits that AB 450 regulates somegte employers’ intei@ions with immigration
enforcement agents. Except as specificallpitdd herein, Californidenies all allegations
contained in Paragraph 27. Fhet responding, to the extent anytloé¢ allegations in Paragraph
27 pertain to Plaintiff's clan against California Labor Codection 90.2, California responds
that this claim is no longer part of this lawss#g ECF No. 197), and accordingly, no respons

required as to allegations diredtat this cause of action.

28. Inresponse to the allegations in Panalyi28, California answersahthey state legall

conclusions, and therefore no response is requiifo the extent a response is required,
California admits that AB 450 added Secti#85.1(a) of the California Government Code,
which speaks for itself. Further respondi@gJifornia admits that Section 7285.1(a)

permits private employers to allow immigratienforcement agents access to nonpublic area
places of labor when agents provide a judisiatrant or when employers are required to alloy
access under federal law. Except as specificalyitheld herein, California denies all allegatio
contained in Paragraph 28.

29. The allegations contained in Paragra@tstate legal conclusions, and therefore n¢
response is required. To the extent a respensguired, California states that Section
7285.2(a)(1) of the California Government Codeadfs for itself and denies anything beyond
face of Section 7285.2(a)(1).

30. Inresponse to the allegations contdiimethe first sentence of Paragraph 30,
California answers that they state legal conclusiand therefore no response is required. Tg

extent a response is required, California stitasSection 7285.2(&) of the California
9
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Government Code speaks for itself. Furttesponding, Californiadmits that Section
7285.2(a)(2) allows private employers to provigéenigration enforcement agents access to a
the ability to review and obtaian employer’'s employee recomspart of an 1-9 Employment

Eligibility Verification or as otherwise identified in a Notice of Inspection. Except as specif

cally

admitted herein, California denies all allegations contained in the first sentence of Paragraph

30. In response to the remaining allegations ohdtaph 30, California states that they pertai

Plaintiff’'s claim against California Labor Codection 90.2, which is nlonger part of this

lawsuit Gee ECF No. 197), and accordingly, no respongedgiired as to allegations directed at

this cause of action.

31. The allegations contained in Paragraptstate legal conclusions, and therefore no

response is required. To the extent a respensguired, California states that California

Government Code Sections 7285.1(b) and 7285sp@ak for themselves and denies anything

N to

beyond the face of Sections 7285.1(b) and 7285.2(Ithéruresponding, to the extent any of the

allegations in Paragraph 31 @ertto Plaintiff's claim agairi<alifornia Labor Code section
90.2, California responds that this clasmo longer part of this lawsuige ECF No. 197), and

accordingly, no response is required as tayaliens directed at ifhcause of action.

32. Inresponse to the allegations in Panalyi@2, California answersahthey state legall

conclusions, and therefore no response is requiifo the extent a response is required,
California admits that AB 450 added Sectidil9.2(a) of the California Labor Code, which

speaks for itself. Further responding, Califaradmits that Sectiob019.2(a) permits private

employers to re-verify the employment eligilyilaf a current employee where required to do $o

under Section 1324a(b) of Title 8 of the Unitedt& Code. Except as specifically admitted

herein, California denies all afjations contained in Paragraph 32.

33. Inresponse to the allegations in Panalyi@3, California answersahthey state legall

conclusions, and therefore no response is requiifo the extent a response is required,
California denies the allegationsntained in Paragraph 33. Fhet responding, to the extent a

of the allegations in Paragraph 33 pertaiPfantiff's claim against California Labor Code

10
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section 90.2, California responds that tharalis no longer part of this lawsuge¢ ECF No.
197), and accordingly, no response is required adgations directed #his cause of action.

34. California states that it lacks knowledgel anformation sufficient to admit or deny
the allegations in Paragraph 3adaso denies them. To the extany of the allegations in
Paragraph 34 pertain to Plaffis claim against California Uaor Code section 90.2, California
responds that this claim is tanger part of this lawsuis¢e ECF No. 197), and accordingly, no
response is required as to allegatidmected at this cause of action.

35. The allegations contained in Paragraptstate legal conclusions, and therefore n¢
response is required. To the extent a respensguired, California denies the allegations
contained in Paragraph 35, and denies thita@aia’'s laws protect unauthorized workers or
shield employers who have violated federal imration laws. Further responding, to the exte
any of the allegations in Paragraph 35 pertaifl&ntiff's claim againsCalifornia Labor Code
section 90.2, California responds that tharalis no longer part of this lawsuge¢ ECF No.
197), and accordingly, no response is required adgations directed #his cause of action.

Inspection and Review of Immigratiacn Detention Facilities (AB 103)

36. Paragraph 36 concerns airl that is no longer a causeadition in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

37. Paragraph 37 concerns ail that is no longer a causeasttion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

38. Paragraph 38 concerns airl that is no longer a causeadition in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

39. Paragraph 39 concerns airl that is no longer a causeadition in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this

paragraph.

11
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40. Paragraph 40 concerns airl that is no longer a causeadtion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

41. Paragraph 41 concerns ail that is no longer a causeadftion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

42. Paragraph 42 concerns ail that is no longer a causeadftion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

43. Paragraph 43 concerns aiwl that is no longer a causeadtion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

44. Paragraph 44 concerns ail that is no longer a causeadftion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

45. Paragraph 45 concerns ail that is no longer a causeadftion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

46. Paragraph 46 concerns aifl that is no longer a causeadftion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

47. Paragraph 47 concerns airl that is no longer a causeadtion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

48. Paragraph 48 concerns ail that is no longer a causeadftion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this

paragraph.

12
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49. Paragraph 49 concerns airl that is no longer a causeadftion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

Restrictions on State and Local Coogeration with Federal Officials (SB 54)

50. Paragraph 50 concerns airl that is no longer a causeatition in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

51. Paragraph 51 concerns ail that is no longer a causeaattion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

52. Paragraph 52 concerns ail that is no longer a causeaattion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

53. Paragraph 53 concerns ail that is no longer a causeaattion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

54. Paragraph 54 concerns ail that is no longer a causeasttion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

55. Paragraph 55 concerns ail that is no longer a causeasttion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

56. Paragraph 56 concerns airl that is no longer a causeadition in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

57. Paragraph 57 concerns ail that is no longer a causeaattion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this

paragraph.
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58. Paragraph 58 concerns airl that is no longer a causeadition in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tieggito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

59. Paragraph 59 concerns airl that is no longer a causeadition in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

CLAIM FOR RELIEFE

COUNT ONE — Restrictions on Cooperationwith Workplace Immigration Enforcement

60. California incorporates by referencejfdslly set forth herein, its answers and
responses in Paragraphs 1-35, inclusive.

61. California answers that the allegations contained in Paragraph 61 state legal
conclusions to which no responseaequired. To the extentrasponse is required, California
denies the allegations contained?aragraph 61. Further pesding, to the extent any of the
allegations in Paragraph 61 @erntto Plaintiff's claim agairi<California Labor Code section
90.2, California responds that this clasmo longer part of this lawsuige ECF No. 197), and
accordingly, no response is required adlegations directed at this cause of action.

COUNT TWO — Inspection and Review of Detention Facilities

62. California incorporates by referenceijfdally set forth herein, its answers and
responses in Paragraph6 and 36-49, inclusive.

63. Paragraph 63 concerns ail that is no longer a causeauttion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this
paragraph.

COUNT THREE — Restrictions on State and Local Cooperation

64. California incorporates by referenceijfdally set forth herein, its answers and
responses in Paragraph6 and 50-59, inclusive.

65. Paragraph 65 concerns ail that is no longer a causeasttion in this lawsuit. See
ECF No. 197.) Accordingly, no response is tiegglito the allegations contained in this

paragraph.
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF
California denies that Plaintiff is entitleéd any relief, including but not limited to, the
relief sought in subparts 1-8 of the “Prayer foti®&€e Further responding, to the extent any o
the prayers for relief pertain to Plaintifitéaim against Californiaabor Code section 90.2
or Plaintiff's second and thirdauses of actions, California pesds that those claims are no
longer part of this lawsuisée ECF No. 197), and accordingly, no response is required as to
allegations directed at those causes of action.
AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES
California asserts the following affirmative defeasvith respect to the claims that have
been dismissed, without admitting that it beaeslibrden of proof or the burden of persuasion
any of them:
FIRST DEFENSE
California relies on and reassestsdefenses contained in fsior pleadings in this action,
including the motion to dmiss it previously filed.
SECOND DEFENSE
Plaintiff's First Claim for Relief fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted
THIRD DEFENSE
California reserves its right to assert adgitional or different defenses and affirmative
defenses in response to the Complaint d@seinformation and knowledge obtained during

future discovery or investigation.

i
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Dated: July 23, 2018
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Attorney General of California
THOMAS S.PATTERSON
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ANTHONY HAKL

MICHAEL NEWMAN
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Supervising Deputy Attorneys General
CHRISTINE CHUANG

CHEROKEEDM MELTON
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