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 The Honorable Marsha J. Pechman 

 

 

 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  

WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON AT SEATTLE 

RYAN KARNOSKI, et al., 

 

  Plaintiffs, 

 

 v. 

 

DONALD J. TRUMP, et al., 

 

  Defendants. 

 

 

Case No. 2:17-cv-01297-MJP 

 

DEFENDANTS’ OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFFS’ FIRST SET 

OF INTERROGATORIES TO SECRETARY MATTIS AND  

THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

 

 Pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 26 and 33, Defendants, through their 

undersigned counsel, hereby submit initial objections and responses to Plaintiffs’ First Set of 

Interrogatories to James N. Mattis, in his official capacity as Secretary of Defense, and the 

United States Department of Defense (collectively, “Department of Defense”), served December 

29, 2017.1  In presenting these objections and responses, Defendants do not waive any further 

                                                 
1 These objections and responses are limited to Secretary Mattis and the Department of Defense.  

Defendants will produce, or already have produced, separate objections and responses for other 

Defendants.  
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objection in pretrial motions practice or at trial to the admissibility of evidence on the grounds of 

relevance, materiality, privilege, competency, or any other appropriate ground. 

Objections to Definitions and Instructions 

1. The Department of Defense objects to Definition 1 of “You,” “your,” and “yours” 

as substantially overbroad and problematic because the Department of Defense has more than 

three million current personnel, and millions more former personnel.   

2. The Department of Defense objects to Plaintiffs’ Definition 5 of 

“Communication” as encompassing “electronically stored information (ESI) containing, 

summarizing, or memorializing any communication,” insofar as electronic information collection 

and translation are appropriate only to the extent reasonable and proportional to the needs of the 

case, taking into account any technical limitations and costs associated with such efforts.  

 2. The Department of Defense objects to Plaintiffs’ Definition 6 of “Document” and 

“documents” as encompassing “ESI,” and “computer data,” insofar as data collection and 

translation are appropriate only to the extent reasonable and proportional to the needs of the case, 

taking into account any technical limitations and costs associated with such efforts. 

Specific Objections to Interrogatories 

Interrogatory No 1:   

 Identify and describe each of the governmental purposes or interests that you contend 

will be advanced by the Policy (including, but not limited to, any purported interest in military 

readiness, lethality, unit cohesion, and military resources). 

Specific Objections: 

 The Department of Defense objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks (a) 

attorney work product; (b) communications or information protected by the attorney-client 
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privilege; (c) communications or information protected by the deliberative process privilege; or 

(d) communications or information protected by the presidential communications privilege. 

Response:   

 The information responsive to this interrogatory, to the extent that it is not privileged, 

may be derived from a review of certain documents that will be provided to Plaintiffs in an 

upcoming document production.  The Department of Defense will supplement this interrogatory 

response, as needed, following the document production. 

 

Interrogatory No. 2:  

 For each governmental purpose or interest identified in Your answers to Interrogatory 1 

above, describe in detail all facts that You contend establish the need or justification to further 

each purpose or interest, including all Documents that You contend might establish the existence 

of such facts. 

Specific Objections: 

The Department of Defense objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks (a) 

attorney work product; (b) communications or information protected by the attorney-client 

privilege; (c) communications or information protected by the deliberative process privilege; or 

(d) communications or information protected by the presidential communications privilege. 

The Department of Defense also objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it creates 

interrogatories with multiple discrete subparts, thus leading to Plaintiffs exceeding the number of 

interrogatories, inclusive of discrete subparts, that they may serve under Federal Rule of Civil 

Procedure 33(a)(1).  Interrogatory No. 2 includes at least two discrete subparts: (1) a detailed 

description of the facts that establish a government interest, and (2) all documents that establish 
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the existence of those facts.  See Paananen v. Cellco P’ship, No. C08-1042 RSM, 2009 WL 

3327227, at *3 (W.D. Wash. Oct. 8, 2009) (concluding that an interrogatory had two discrete 

subparts where it asked both for “a defendant to summarize and state all the facts that support an 

affirmative defense,” and for “a defendant to identify the evidence (documents and witnesses) 

that support that affirmative defense”); Smith v. Cafe Asia, 256 F.R.D. 247, 254 (D.D.C. 2009) 

(explaining that “each interrogatory that seeks identification of documents in addition to an 

answer will be counted as two interrogatories”). 

Response: 

 The information responsive to this interrogatory, to the extent that it is not privileged, 

may be derived from a review of certain documents that will be provided to Plaintiffs in an 

upcoming document production.  The Department of Defense will supplement this interrogatory 

response, as needed, following the document production. 

 

Interrogatory No. 3:  

 For each governmental purpose or interest identified in Your answers to Interrogatory 1 

above, describe in detail all facts that You contend demonstrate that the Policy furthers that 

purpose or interest, including all Documents that You contend might establish the existence of 

such facts. 

Specific Objections: 

 The Department of Defense objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks (a) 

attorney work product; (b) communications or information protected by the attorney-client 

privilege; (c) communications or information protected by the deliberative process privilege; or 

(d) communications or information protected by the presidential communications privilege. 
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 The Department of Defense also objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it creates 

interrogatories with multiple discrete subparts, thus leading to Plaintiffs exceeding the number of 

interrogatories, inclusive of discrete subparts, that they may serve under Federal Rule of Civil 

Procedure 33(a)(1).  Interrogatory No. 3 includes at least two discrete subparts: (1) a detailed 

description of the facts that demonstrate that the policy furthers a particular government interest, 

and (2) all documents that establish the existence of those facts.  See Paananen, No. C08-1042 

RSM, 2009 WL 3327227, at *3 (concluding that an interrogatory had two discrete subparts 

where it asked both for “a defendant to summarize and state all the facts that support an 

affirmative defense,” and for “a defendant to identify the evidence (documents and witnesses) 

that support that affirmative defense”); Smith, 256 F.R.D. at 254 (explaining that “each 

interrogatory that seeks identification of documents in addition to an answer will be counted as 

two interrogatories”). 

Response: 

 The information responsive to this interrogatory, to the extent that it is not privileged, 

may be derived from a review of certain documents that will be provided to Plaintiffs in an 

upcoming document production.  The Department of Defense will supplement this interrogatory 

response, as needed, following the document production. 

 

Interrogatory No. 4:  

 Identify all individuals with whom President Trump has discussed or corresponded with 

regarding the United States’ past, present, or potential future governmental policies on 

transgender military service or related healthcare, and the dates of each discussion, from 

November 9, 2016 to the present. 
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Specific Objections: 

 The Department of Defense objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks (a) 

attorney work product; (b) communications or information protected by the attorney-client 

privilege; (c) communications or information protected by the deliberative process privilege; or 

(d) communications or information protected by the presidential communications privilege. 

 The Department of Defense also objects on the grounds that this request is overbroad, 

unduly burdensome, and disproportionate to the needs of the case.  Specifically, the reference to 

“all individuals” purports to require the Department of Defense to identify every single person 

President Trump has communicated with regarding transgender policies, regardless of the (a) 

type, (b) location, (c) amount, or (d) context of the communication. 

 

Interrogatory No. 5:  

 State the Date on which President Trump decided that “the United States Government 

will not accept or allow Transgender individuals to serve in any capacity in the U.S. military.” 

Specific Objections: 

 The Department of Defense objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks (a) 

attorney work product; (b) communications or information protected by the attorney-client 

privilege; (c) communications or information protected by the deliberative process privilege; or 

(d) communications or information protected by the presidential communications privilege. 

 

Interrogatory No. 6:  

 Identify all individuals with whom President Trump communicated or consulted in 

deciding that “the United States Government will not accept or allow Transgender individuals to 
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serve in any capacity in the U.S. military,” including each of the “Generals and military experts” 

referenced in President Trump’s July 26, 2017 tweet. 

Specific Objections: 

 The Department of Defense objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks (a) 

attorney work product; (b) communications or information protected by the attorney-client 

privilege; (c) communications or information protected by the deliberative process privilege; or 

(d) communications or information protected by the presidential communications privilege. 

 

Interrogatory No. 7:  

 Explain the process You used to formulate the Tweets, the Presidential Memorandum, the 

Interim Guidance, and the Implementation Plan, and identify all sources of fact or opinion You 

consulted, considered, or otherwise referred to and the dates on which You first consulted, 

considered, or otherwise referred to such sources of information or opinion. 

Specific Objections:   

 The Department of Defense objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks (a) 

attorney work product; (b) communications or information protected by the attorney-client 

privilege; (c) communications or information protected by the deliberative process privilege; or 

(d) communications or information protected by the presidential communications privilege. 

 The Department of Defense also objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it creates 

interrogatories with multiple discrete subparts, thus leading to Plaintiffs exceeding the number of 

interrogatories, inclusive of discrete subparts, that they may serve under Federal Rule of Civil 

Procedure 33(a)(1).  Interrogatory No. 7 includes at least two discrete subparts: (1) an 

explanation of the process used to develop various policies, (2) all sources of fact or opinion 
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consulted in developing those policies, and the dates of such consultation.  See Paananen, No. 

C08-1042 RSM, 2009 WL 3327227, at *3 (concluding that an interrogatory had two discrete 

subparts where it asked both for “a defendant to summarize and state all the facts that support an 

affirmative defense,” and for “a defendant to identify the evidence (documents and witnesses) 

that support that affirmative defense”); Smith, 256 F.R.D. at 254 (explaining that “each 

interrogatory that seeks identification of documents in addition to an answer will be counted as 

two interrogatories”). 

Response: 

 The information responsive to this interrogatory, to the extent that it is not privileged, 

may be derived from a review of certain documents that will be provided to Plaintiffs in an 

upcoming document production.  The Department of Defense will supplement this interrogatory 

response, as needed, following the document production.  

 

Interrogatory No. 8:  

 Explain President Trump’s purported concerns regarding the RAND Report or any other 

study or review that the Department of Defense relied upon when adopting Secretary Ash 

Carter’s policy allowing transgender people to serve openly in the military. 

Specific Objections: 

 The Department of Defense objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks (a) 

attorney work product; (b) communications or information protected by the attorney-client 

privilege; (c) communications or information protected by the deliberative process privilege; or 

(d) communications or information protected by the presidential communications privilege. 
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Interrogatory No. 9:  

 Identify all members of the “panel of experts serving within the Departments of Defense 

and Homeland Security to provide advice and recommendations on the implementation of the 

president’s direction.” Statement of Secretary Jim Mattis, Release No: NR-312-17. 

Specific Objections: 

 The Department of Defense objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks (a) 

communications or information protected by the deliberative process privilege; or (b) 

communications or information protected by the presidential communications privilege. 

Response:   

 The panel of experts is composed of the following individuals who held or hold the 

following positions: 

Chair 

 Anthony M. Kurta – Performing the Duties of Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel & 

Readiness) 

 Robert Wilkie – Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness 

Members 

 Thomas Kelly III – Performing the Duties of the Under Secretary of the Army 

 Thomas Dee – Performing the Duties of the Under Secretary of the Navy 

 Matthew Donovan – Under Secretary of the Air Force 

 Charles D. Michel – Vice Commandant of the Coast Guard 

 James McConville – Vice Chief of Staff of the Army 

 William Moran – Vice Chief of Naval Operations 

 Stephen Wilson – Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force 
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 Glenn Walters – Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps 

 Daniel Hokanson – Vice Chief of Staff National Guard Bureau 

 John Wayne Troxell – Senior Enlisted Advisor to the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff 

 Daniel Daily – Sergeant Major of the Army 

 Steven S. Giordano – Master Chief Petty Officer of the Navy 

 Kaleth O. Wright – Chief Master Sergeant of the Air Force 

 Ronald L. Green – Sergeant Major of the Marine Corps 

 Steven W. Cantrell – Master Chief Petty Officer of the Coast Guard 

 Christopher Kepner – Senior Enlisted Advisor National Guard Bureau 

 

Interrogatory No. 10:  

 Identify all Department of Defense and Department of Homeland Security employees 

who worked with, provided information to, or communicated with employees of the RAND 

National Defense Research Institute concerning the studies and/or fact gathering that resulted in 

the RAND Report. 

Specific Objections: 

 The Department of Defense objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks (a) 

communications or information protected by the deliberative process privilege; or (b) 

communications or information protected by the presidential communications privilege. 

Response: 

 The information responsive to this interrogatory, to the extent that it is not privileged, 

may be derived from a review of certain documents that will be provided to Plaintiffs in an 
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upcoming document production.  The Department of Defense will supplement this interrogatory 

response, as needed, following the document production. 

 

Interrogatory No. 11:  

 Identify all persons with authority to approve medical waivers requested by transgender 

service members or transgender individuals seeking to join the U.S. military during the period 

from January 1, 2010 to the present. 

Specific Objections:   

 The Department of Defense objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks (a) 

communications or information protected by the deliberative process privilege; (b) 

communications or information protected by the presidential communications privilege; or (c) 

material the disclosure of which would violate legitimate privacy interests and expectations of 

persons not party to this litigation. 

 The Department of Defense further objects on the grounds that this request is overbroad, 

unduly burdensome, and disproportionate to the needs of the case.  Specifically, due to Plaintiffs’ 

definition of “Identify,” the reference to “Identify all persons” purports to require the Department 

of Defense to provide the full name, job title, employer from January 1, 2010 to present, current 

or last known address and telephone number, and business address and telephone number, of 

likely hundreds of individuals who had medical waiver authority during the designated time 

period. 

Response: 

 Department of Defense Instruction 6130.03, which is publicly available at 

http://www.esd.whs.mil/Portals/54/Documents/DD/issuances/dodi/613003p.pdf, directs the 
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Secretaries of the Military Departments and the Commandant of the Coast Guard to “[a]uthorize 

the waiver of the [medical] standards [for appointment, enlistment, or induction in the military 

services] in individual cases for applicable reasons and ensure uniform waiver determinations.”  

DoDI 6130.03, Enclosure 2, paragraph 3b.  The Services have implemented this direction and 

authority in different ways. 

 Army.  In the Army, for example, the Army’s medical waiver authorities are identified in 

Army Regulation 40-501, paragraph 1-6.  The current version of this regulation is available at: 

https://armypubs.army.mil/epubs/DR pubs/DR a/pdf/web/ARN3801 AR40-

501_Web_FINAL.pdf.  The appropriate waiver authority varies depending on the applicable 

accession program.  For example, the Commanding General, United States Army Recruiting 

Command (USAREC) is the waiver authority for original enlistments, see AR 40-501, paragraph 

1-6d, while the waiver authority for commissioning United States Military Academy (USMA) 

cadets is the Superintendent, USMA, following consultation with the USMA Surgeon.  Id. at 

paragraph 1-6c(2).  By previously produced memorandum, see Bates ARMY_00000582, the 

Secretary of the Army on April 20, 2017, withdrew and re-delegated medical waiver authority 

for transgender applicants to the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Manpower and Reserve 

Affairs) (ASA)(M&RA). 

 Navy.  In the Navy, assignment of authority to grant a medical waiver is by position/title 

and outlined in the Manual of the Medical Department (MANMED), specifically section 15-31, 

which provides: 

15-31 Waivers of the Physical Standards 

(1)  For some applicants, their current level of functioning and/or state of health in spite of the 

presence of a disqualifying medical condition warrants a waiver of the standards.  
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(2)  Waivers of the standards do not make an applicant “physically qualified” but rather provide 

the applicant the opportunity to enlist or commission despite the fact that a disqualifying 

condition exists.  

(3)  The authority to grant a waiver lies with the commander charged with enlisting or 

commissioning the applicant and the specific program desired (e.g., Commander, Marine Corps 

Recruiting Command is the authority for applicants desiring enlistment in the Marine Corps). 

The medical authority to recommend a waiver of the standards to these various commands 

resides with the Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery.  By direction authority to carry out this 

function has been granted to:  

 (a) The Director, BUMED Qualifications and Standards.  Provides waiver 

recommendations to: Commander, Marine Corps Recruiting Command; Commander, Naval 

Services Training Command (NROTC entry, commission of NROTC enrollees, commission of 

MMR, USNR enrollees); Commander, Naval Medical Education and Training Command; 

Commander, Officer Candidate School; Superintendent, U.S. Naval Academy; Superintendent, 

United States Merchant Marine Academy (USMMA entry); Commander, Navy Recruiting 

Command (Health Professions Scholarship Program, Nurse Commissioning Program).  

Additionally, the Director, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery, Qualifications and Standards 

provides guidance to the Navy and Marine Corps Reserve commands regarding physical 

qualification for retention of service members in the reserves and to the recruit training 

commands regarding retention of recruits found to have disqualifying medical conditions.  

Case 2:17-cv-01297-MJP   Document 246-5   Filed 05/10/18   Page 14 of 22



14 

 

 (b) The Senior Medical Officer, Naval Recruiting Command.  Provides waiver 

recommendations to: Commander, Naval Recruiting Command (including Reserve Recruiting 

Command, excepting the programs listed in article 15-31 (3)(a) above).  

 (c) The Navy Brigade Surgeon, Uniformed Services University of Healtth Sciences.  

Provides waiver recommendations to: Assistant Secretary of Defense for Health Affairs 

(enrollment and graduation commissions).  

(4)  The processes for requesting a waiver vary based on the program the applicant is seeking. 

Review the pertinent guidance issued by the enlisting or commissioning authority above. 

However, regardless of the specific procedures involved, most delays in waiver 

recommendations result from inadequate information provided with the waiver request. When 

assembling a waiver request package ensure, at a minimum, the following information is 

included: most recent complete physical examination, all pertinent past medical records, 

documentation regarding past and current limitations of activity associated with the condition, 

and the results of any laboratory testing or specialty evaluation initiated by the examiner. 

(5)   Results of waiver requests (approved or denied) should be recorded in block 76 or 77 of the 

DD 2808.  

(6)  Waiver processes for special duty examinations and assignments are contained in Section IV 

within the description of the standards for each specific program.  

(7)  The Navy Medicine Operational Training Center Detachment, Naval Aerospace Medical 

Institute, (NAMI Code 342) is designated as the Program Manager for assessment and 

determination of the qualification of applicants, both enlisted and commissioned, for duties 

involving aviation. In this capacity, NAMI is authorized to issue correspondence recommending 
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waivers of physical standards to the commander charged with enlisting or commissioning and 

the specific program desired.  Such correspondence shall include letters recommending 

commissioning by the appropriate authority. 

 Air Force.  The Air Force medical waiver authority is discussed in Air Force Instruction 

48-123, Section 6 B, but particularly paragraph 6.4 and Attachment 2.  This instruction is 

publicly available at http://static.e-publishing.af.mil/production/1/af_sg/publication/afi48-123/a 

fi48-123.pdf. 

 Additional information responsive to this interrogatory, to the extent that it is not 

privileged, may be derived from a review of certain documents that will be provided to Plaintiffs 

in an upcoming document production.  The Department of Defense will supplement this 

interrogatory response, as needed, following the document production.  

 

Interrogatory No. 12:  

 Identify all persons with authority, during the period from January 1, 2010 to the 

present, to involuntarily discharge or separate service members on account of transgender status 

(including those individuals with authority to initiate any necessary proceedings for involuntary 

discharge or separation, even if final adjudicatory authority resides elsewhere). 

Specific Objections: 

 The Department of Defense objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks (a) 

communications or information protected by the deliberative process privilege; (b) 

communications or information protected by the presidential communications privilege; or (c) 
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material the disclosure of which would violate legitimate privacy interests and expectations of 

persons not party to this litigation. 

Response: 

 The information responsive to this interrogatory, to the extent that it is not privileged, 

may be derived from a review of certain documents that will be provided to Plaintiffs in an 

upcoming document production.  The Department of Defense will supplement this interrogatory 

response, as needed, following the document production. 

 

Interrogatory No. 13:  

 Describe in detail the circumstances leading to Secretary James Mattis’s June 30, 2017, 

Memorandum for Secretaries of the Military Departments, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

with Subject: Accession of Transgender Individuals in the Military Services, including all 

reasons for the decision set forth in the memo (whether or not such reasons were publicly stated 

or acknowledged). 

Specific Objections: 

 The Department of Defense objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks (a) 

attorney work product; (b) communications or information protected by the attorney-client 

privilege; (c) communications or information protected by the deliberative process privilege; or 

(d) communications or information protected by the presidential communications privilege. 

Response: 

 Considering the responses from the Secretaries of the Military Departments and Chiefs of 

the Military Services to the Deputy Secretary of Defense’s May 8, 2017 directive to assess their 

readiness to begin accessing transgender applicants into military service on July 1, 2017, and 
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after consulting with the Service Chiefs and Secretaries, Secretary Mattis concluded it was 

necessary to defer the July 1, 2017 accessions date for six months in order to evaluate more 

carefully the impact of transgender accessions on readiness and lethality and to ensure that he 

personally had the benefit of the views of the military leadership and senior civilian officials who 

were then arriving in the Department of Defense. 

 

Interrogatory No. 14:  

 Identify all persons with knowledge or information concerning the facts set forth in your 

response to Interrogatory No. 13, including all persons who requested, advised, or consulted on 

the result set forth in the June 30, 2017 memorandum. 

Specific Objections: 

 The Department of Defense objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks (a) 

attorney work product; (b) communications or information protected by the attorney-client 

privilege; (c) communications or information protected by the deliberative process privilege; (d) 

communications or information protected by the presidential communications privilege; or (e) 

material the disclosure of which would violate legitimate privacy interests and expectations of 

persons not party to this litigation. 

Response: 

 Individuals with relevant knowledge and information include: 

 Former Acting Secretary of the Navy, Sean J. Stackley 

 Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral John M. Richardson 

 Former Director of the Navy Staff, Admiral James G. Foggo 

 Commandant of the Marine Corps, General Robert B. Neller 
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 Secretary of the Air Force, Heather Wilson 

 Air Force Chief of Staff, General David L. Goldfein 

 Former Acting Secretary of the Army, Robert M. Speer 

 Chief of Staff of the Army, General Mark A. Milley. 

 

Interrogatory No. 15: 

 Identify all communications between a member of Congress, on the one hand, and 

President Trump or any officer or employee of the Executive Office of the President, on the 

other, from January 20, 2017 to July 26, 2017, concerning military service by transgender 

people. 

Specific Objections:   

 The Department of Defense objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks (a) 

attorney work product; (b) communications or information protected by the attorney-client 

privilege; (c) communications or information protected by the deliberative process privilege; (d) 

communications or information protected by the presidential communications privilege; or (e) 

material the disclosure of which would violate legitimate privacy interests and expectations of 

persons not party to this litigation. 

 

 

As to the responses to the interrogatories, see Attachment A. 

As to the objections: 

Date:  February 9, 2018     

Respectfully submitted,  
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CHAD A. READLER 

     Acting Assistant Attorney General 

     Civil Division 

 

     BRETT A. SHUMATE 

     Deputy Assistant Attorney General 

 

     JOHN R. GRIFFITHS 

     Branch Director 

 

     ANTHONY J. COPPOLINO 

     Deputy Director 

 

     /s/ Ryan Parker  

     RYAN B. PARKER  

     ANDREW E. CARMICHAEL  

     United States Department of Justice 

     Civil Division, Federal Programs Branch 

     Telephone: (202) 514-4336 

     Email: ryan.parker@usdoj.gov 

 

     Counsel for Defendants 
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ATTACHMENT A 

VERIFICATION 

Based on information that I obtained in the course of my official duties, I declare under 

penalty of perjury that the substance of the responses to these interrogatories are true and correct 

to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Date: d~. 9 e:lOlj> 
J Signatur~(i:2'1t~ 

STEPHANIE P. MILLER 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that, on February 9, 2018, a copy of the document above was served by 

email on the following: 

Vanessa Barsanti 

KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP 

300 North LaSalle, Chicago, IL 60654 

T +1 312 862 2205   

F +1 312 862 2200 

vanessa.barsanti@kirkland.com 

 

Jordan M. Heinz 

KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP 

300 North LaSalle, Chicago, IL 60654 

T +1 312 862 7027   

F +1 312 862 2200 

jordan.heinz@kirkland.com  

 

Peter Renn 

Senior Attorney 

Lambda Legal 

Western Regional Office 

4221 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 280 

Los Angeles, CA  90010-3512 

Tel 213-382-7600 ext. 228 

Fax 213-351-6050 

prenn@lambdalegal.org  

www.lambdalegal.org 

 

La Rond Baker 

Assistant Attorney General 

Wing Luke Civil Rights Unit 

Office of the Washington Attorney General 

800 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000 

Seattle, WA  98104 

206.516.2999 

206.464.6451 (fax) 

LaRondB@ATG.WA.GOV 

 

 

/s/ Ryan Parker____ 

RYAN B. PARKER 

Senior Trial Counsel 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Case 2:17-cv-01297-MJP   Document 246-5   Filed 05/10/18   Page 22 of 22


