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INTRODUCTION 

1. Relator Jocelyn Rosnick brings this action to compel Respondents the Seneca 

County Sheriff’s Office and Seneca County Sheriff Frederick W. Stevens to comply with Ohio law 

and provide the public records she requested.  

2. Ohio’s public records law grants individuals the right to request public records and 

requires government agencies to transmit copies of those records “within a reasonable period of 

time,” unless the records are covered by an exception to disclosure. R.C. 149.43(B)(7). Pursuant 

to this law, on March 12, 2025, Relator submitted a request for public records in the possession of 

the Respondents. Respondents have not denied that they possess these records, but rather, have 

asserted that the requested records are not public under the Ohio Public Records Act (PRA), R.C. 

149.43(A)(1)(v), because, they claim, the records are federal records and thus not subject to 

disclosure. None of the federal statutes Respondents have cited, however, prohibit the disclosure 

of the requested records. Because Respondents have refused to perform their clearly defined duty 

to provide the requested records, Relator respectfully submits this complaint for alternative and 

peremptory writs of mandamus to require Respondents to provide her with the records she seeks. 

JURISDICTION 

3. This Court has jurisdiction to hear this case pursuant to Article IV, Section 

2(B)(1)(b) of the Ohio Constitution. “Mandamus is an appropriate action by which to compel 

compliance with the Public Records Act.” State ex rel. Summers v. Fox, No. 2018-0959, 2020 WL 

7250544, *4 (Ohio Dec. 10, 2020); see also R.C. 149.43(C)(1) (providing for the commencement 

of a mandamus action to obtain wrongly withheld public records). 
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PARTIES 

4. Relator Jocelyn Rosnick is a resident of Cuyahoga County, Ohio, and is employed 

as the Chief Policy and Advocacy Officer for the ACLU of Ohio. 

5. Respondent Seneca County Sheriff’s Office is a public entity that is charged with 

maintaining its records and making copies of them available within a reasonable period of time 

after they have been requested. R.C. 149.43. 

6. Respondent Sheriff Frederick W. Stevens is the Sheriff of Seneca County and an 

employee of the Seneca County Sheriff’s Office.  

FACTS 

7. As part of her professional interest in ensuring accountability for local law 

enforcement agencies that enter into a contractual relationship with Immigration Customs and 

Enforcement (ICE) to carry out federal immigration functions, Relator seeks public records 

pertaining to these contractual arrangements.  

8. On March 12, 2025, Relator transmitted a letter to Respondents via email. Exhibit 

1, p. 8-9.  Her letter contained three requests for public records (Exhibit 2). For purposes of this 

Action, the relevant requests are:  

1. Communications between individuals listed above and representatives or agents 
of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS), Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE), and the U.S. Marshals Service (USMS) regarding partnerships 
with SCJ, including but not limited to pending or executed contracts from June 1, 
2024 to March 3, 2025. 
  
2. Contracts, drafts of contracts, and related memorandums, agreed to and executed 
by DHS, ICE, and / or USMS Service with SCJ from June 1, 2024 to March 3, 
2025. 

  



4 
 

9. On March 24, 2025, Respondents responded: “Since your request asks for 

information about the Federal Govt. we checked with ICE” and ICE directed “The requester 

(ACLU) . . . to file their request with ICE FOIA.” Exhibit 1, p. 6.  

10. Relator responded on March 28, 2025, explaining: “Records created or received by 

a public office, including those related to interactions with federal agencies, are subject to the Ohio 

Public Records Act, unless specifically exempt. . . . [J]ust because some other party may also have 

the records doesn’t mean that the state agency is excused from producing the requested records.” 

Exhibit 1, p. 6 (emphasis in original). 

11. On March 31, 2025, Respondents emailed Relator noting that the jail was “working 

on getting the requested information” but it may take some time “due to ICE internal processes[.]” 

Exhibit 1, p. 5. 

12.  On April 4, 2025, Respondents emailed Relator, stating that the two requested 

items “are federal records subject to the Federal Records Act (FRA) and thus not subject to 

disclosure under state law.” Exhibit 1, p. 4. Specifically, Respondents cited the Federal Records 

Act (FRA), 44 U.S.C. § 3301(A), defining “federal records”, and 26 C.F.R. § 1222.10(b)(4),1 

defining “received” under the National Archives and Record Administration Act (NARA) as it 

pertains to federal records. Id. Respondents indicated they did not possess records responsive to 

the third request. 

13. On April 16, 2025, Relator emailed to schedule a call with Respondents. Exhibit 1, 

p. 3. 

 
1 Respondent erroneously cited 26 C.F.R. § 1222.10(b)(4), a provision that does not exist. We assume Respondent 
intended 36 C.F.R. § 1222.10(b)(4), which pertains to National Archives and Records Administration Act (NARA) 
regulations regarding the Federal Records Act.   
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14. On April 23, 2025, Relator again emailed to provide additional clarification around 

the requests, noting that the requests do not seek personally identifiable information, and to the 

extent any such information is contained within the requested records, Ohio Revised Code Section 

149.43(a)(13) allows for the redaction of that information. Id. 

15. On April 30, 2025, Relator emailed Respondents to clarify her understanding that 

Respondents will not be producing records responsive to Requests 1 and 2. Exhibit 1, p. 2. 

16. Later that day, Respondents emailed to inform Relator that they had forwarded her 

email to ICE and a response would be forwarded once it was received. Id. 

17. Receiving no additional response, Relator sent a final email on July 15, 2025, 

seeking confirmation of Respondents’ position that they will not produce records responsive to the 

March 12, 2025, Public Records Request. Exhibit 1, p. 1-2. 

18. On July 18, 2025, Respondents emailed to reaffirm their position that the requested 

records are federal records subject to the FRA, 44 U.S.C. § 3301(A), defining “Federal records” 

and the NARA regulations, 26 C.F.R. § 1222.10(b)(4),2 defining “received” as it pertains to federal 

records, and instructed Relator to request the disclosure of such records through ICE FOIA. Exhibit 

1, p. 1. Respondents also asserted that 8 C.F.R. § 236.6 “prohibits the disclosure of names, or other 

information, relating to ICE detainees[.]” Id. 

19. On July 22, 2025, Relator served an O.R.C. Section 149 Complaint to Respondents, 

pursuant to R.C. 149.43(C)(1), for Respondents’ failure to promptly make the requested records 

available to Relator for inspection. Exhibit 3. The Section 149 Complaint was delivered on July 

31, which began the statutory three-day period for Respondents to cure or address the failure 

 
2 SCSO erroneously cited 26 C.F.R. § 1222.10(b)(4), a provision that does not exist. We assume Respondent 
intended 36 C.F.R. § 1222.10(b)(4), which pertains to National Archives and Records Administration Act (NARA) 
regulations regarding the Federal Records Act.   
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alleged in that complaint. Rosnick Affidavit ¶ 4. The three-day period expired on August 5. As of 

the date of filing this Action, Relator has not received any response from Respondents. Rosnick 

Affidavit ¶ 5. 

ARGUMENT 

20. This Court should issue a writ of mandamus because Relator has a clear legal right 

to the records requested, and Respondents have a clear legal duty to provide them. No exception 

to Ohio Public Records law applies to the requested records. A public “record” in Ohio’s Public 

Records law is defined as “any document, device, or item, regardless of physical form or 

characteristic, including an electronic record as defined in section 1306.01 of the Revised Code, 

created or received by or coming under the jurisdiction of any public office of the state or its 

political subdivisions, which serves to document the organization, functions, policies, decisions, 

procedures, operations, or other activities of the office.” R.C. 149.011(G) (emphasis added). This 

definition of “records” is “broad enough to encompass anything a governmental unit utilizes to 

carry out its duties and responsibilities.” State ex rel. Mazzaro v. Ferguson, 49 Ohio St. 3d 37, 39 

(1990) (internal citations omitted).  

21. Ohio’s Public Records law contains an exception for “Records the release of which 

is prohibited by state or federal law[.]” R.C. 149.43(A)(1)(v). However, “[e]xceptions to disclosure 

under the Public Records Act, R.C. 149.43, are strictly construed against the public-records 

custodian, and the custodian has the burden to establish the applicability of an exception. . . . A 

custodian does not meet this burden if it has not proven that the requested records fall squarely 

within the exception.” State ex rel. Cincinnati Enquirer v. Jones-Kelley, 886 N.E.2d 206, 210 (Ohio 

2008). 
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22. Respondents cite the Federal Records Act (FRA), 44 U.S.C. § 3301(A), which 

includes a definition of a federal “record,” and the definition of “received” as used in the National 

Archives and Records Administration (NARA) Act, 36 C.F.R. § 1222.10(b)(4), which is intended 

to provide guidance to agencies on how they “should . . . apply the statutory definition of Federal 

records[.]” But neither the FRA nor the NARA prohibit the disclosure of the requested records 

merely because they are federal records. Respondents thus have not, and cannot, identify any basis 

for the exception he claims under R.C. 149.43(A)(1)(v).  

23. To the extent Respondents also rely on 5 U.S.C. § 552a, “Records Maintained on 

Individuals”, or 8 C.F.R. § 236.6, “Information regarding detainees”, neither statute prohibits the 

release of the requested records, which include contracts, drafts of contracts, and related 

documents of Respondents, as the requested records do not seek information on specific detainees. 

Additionally, to the extent that any of the requested records contain such information, personally 

identifiable information can be redacted pursuant to R.C. 149.43(a)(13). 

24. Moreover, regardless of whether the requested records happen also to be in the 

possession of ICE, if Respondents have them, Ohio law requires their disclosure. See State v. 

Sanchez, 79 Ohio App. 3d 133, 136 (6th Dist. 1992) (“Since particular records can be so utilized 

simultaneously by different governmental units, the same records can be simultaneously ‘kept’ by 

more than one governmental unit, all of which are required to make such records available for 

inspection.”). There is simply no requirement that the public go through “third parties in order to 

gain access to public records.” State ex rel. Recodat Co. v. Buchanan, 46 Ohio St. 3d 163, 165 

(1989). 

25. Respondents have failed to fulfill their clear legal duty by failing to provide 

requested public records that are not subject to an exception. Relator is an aggrieved person under 
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the law. Therefore, this Court should issue a writ of mandamus compelling Respondents to provide 

Relator copies of the public records she requested.   

CLAIMS FOR RELIEF 

26. WHEREFORE, Relator prays for a peremptory writ and/or an alternative writ of 

mandamus compelling Respondents Seneca County Sheriff’s Office and Sheriff Frederick W. 

Stevens to provide the records that Relator sought on March 12, 2025, in conjunction with statutory 

damages, attorney fees, costs and all other relief permitted by law.   

Dated: August 12, 2025 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Amy Gilbert  
Amy Gilbert (100887) 

Counsel of Record 
Freda J. Levenson (45916) 
ACLU OF OHIO FOUNDATION, INC. 
4506 Chester Avenue 
Cleveland, Ohio 44103   
(614) 586-1972 
agilbert@acluohio.org 
flevenson@acluohio.org 
 
Counsel for Relator 
 

 



















































For purposes of this request, “communications” means any and all e-mails, text messages, 
correspondence, papers, text files, notes, and/or minutes. 
 
Please send the requested records to me via email at jrosnick@acluohio.org within fourteen 
(14) days of receipt of this request. If more time is needed, please contact me via email to 
discuss your anticipated response timeline. I remain open to receiving the records on a 
rolling basis. If there is any cost related to the production of these documents, please notify 
me before incurring that cost.  

 
If you have any questions related to this request, please contact me via email. Thank you in 
advance for your assistance.  

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Jocelyn Rosnick, Esq. 
Policy Director 
ACLU of Ohio  
 

 



Exhibit C 



Timeline 

Date Description 

March 12, 2025 Rosnick emailed a Public Records Request (PRR) to the Seneca County 
Sheriff’s Office (SCSO) and made 3 requests for public records. 

March 18, 2025 Rosnick emailed to confirm receipt of the PRR. 

March 18, 2025 SCSO emailed to confirm that their Jail Administrator was working on the 
request. 

March 24, 2025 SCSO emailed to request the PRR be submitted directly to ICE FOIA 
because the PRR asked for information about the federal government. 

March 28, 2025 Rosnick responded that SCSO is still obligated to disclose the records, 
which are public records, regardless of whether another party also 
possesses those records.  

March 31, 2025 SCSO responded that they are seeking guidance and working on getting 
the requested information through ICE. 

April 4, 2025 SCSO responded that the documents sought pursuant to Requests 1 and 2 
“are federal records subject to the Federal Records Act (FRA) and not 
subject to disclosure under state law” and cited the FRA, 44 U.S.C. § 
3301(A), and the NARA, 26 C.F.R. § 1222.10(b)(4).1 SCSO noted that 
they did not contain documents responsive to Request 3. 

April 16, 2025 Rosnick responded, seeking to schedule a call with SCSO to discuss their 
responses to the requests.  

April 23, 2025 Rosnick emailed SCSO to provide additional clarification around the 
requests, noting that the requests do not seek personally identifiable 
information, and the Ohio Revised Code allows for the redaction of such 
information. O.R.C. § 149.43(a)(13). 

April 30, 2025 Rosnick emailed SCSO to clarify her understanding that SCSO will not be 
producing documents responsive to Requests 1 and 2 

April 30, 2025 SCSO responded via email noting that it forwarded Rosnick’s email to ICE 
and will forward their response once it is received. 

July 15, 2025 Rosnick sent a final email to SCSO seeking confirmation that it will not 
produce responsive records. 

July 18, 2025 SCSO responded, noting that any request for information regarding ICE 
detainees should be sent to ICE FOIA, citing 8 C.F.R. § 236.6, and again 

1 SCSO erroneously cited 26 C.F.R. § 1222.10(b)(4), a provision that does not exist. We assume Respondent 
intended 36 C.F.R. § 1222.10(b)(4), which pertains to National Archives and Records Administration Act (NARA) 
regulations regarding the Federal Records Act.   



cited the FRA, 44 U.S.C. § 3301(A), and the NARA, 26 C.F.R. § 
1222.10(b)(4).2 

2 SCSO erroneously cited 26 C.F.R. § 1222.10(b)(4), a provision that does not exist. We assume Respondent 
intended 36 C.F.R. § 1222.10(b)(4), which pertains to National Archives and Records Administration Act (NARA) 
regulations regarding the Federal Records Act.   



Exhibit D 



• Outlook

 Fw: Seneca Email Response 

From: Sheriff Fredrick W. Stevens <sheriff@senecacountY.ohio.gov> 

Date: Friday, July 18, 2025 at 11 :07 AM
To: Jocelyn Rasnick <jrosnick@acluohio.org> 
Cc: Chief Deputy Charles W.Boyer<cwboY.er@senecacountY.ohio.gov>, William J. Cunningham 
<:wjcunningham@senecacountY.ohio.gov>, Barb Patterson 
<barb.P-atterson@senecacountY.ohio.gov> Subject: RE: Records Request on Jail Population - 
Seneca 

Dear Jocelyn, 

No worries, it happens ALL the time with my name, so I am used to it from the military and now law enforcement field. 

I resent the below email to the ICE attorneys, and they stated that ICE's position has not changed, specifically, the ACLU's 
response does not change the fact that these documents are federal records under the Federal Records Act. Consequently, the 
proper means to request disclosure is through FOIA (Freedom of Information Act (FOIAU ICE) 

ICE's position remains the same as before, any requests for information regarding ICE detainees specifically should be 
addressed to ICE FOIA. Per 8 C.F.R. sec. 236.6 prohibits the disclosure of names, or other information, relating to ICE 
detainees, as such information "shall be under the control of the Service". The authority under the Federal Records Act (below) 
would also still apply. 

The Federal Records Act (FRA) defines Federal records as all recorded information, regardless of form or characteristics, 
made or received by a Federal Agency under Federal law or in connection with the transaction of public business and 
appropriate for preservation by the agency as evidence of its operations. See 44 U.S.C. § 3301 (A). NARA regulations 
regarding the FRA indicate that "received" means the acceptance or collection of documentary materials by or on behalf of 
the agency in the course of their official duties regardless of their origin (for example, other units of the agency, private 
citizens, public officials, other agencies, and contractors.) See 26 C.F.R. § 1222.10(b)(4). 

Please reach out to them through that above provided link. 

-Sheriff Stevens
Sheriff Fredrick W. Stevens 
Seneca County Sheriff's Office 
3040 S. State Route 100 
Tiffin, Ohio 44883 
(419)447-3456
FBINA#249

NSI-LDC #117
DHSLA#15
NSI-JA#l

CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION: 

-��

� 

� 
� �:::ii:=Dff 

The information contained in or attached to this message is confidential. It is intended only to be read by the individual or entity 
named above or their designee. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are on notice that any distribution 
of this message, in any form, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please immediately notify the 
sender and delete or destroy any copy of this message. 

From: Jocelyn Rosnick <jrosnick@acluohio.org> 

Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2025 11:41 AM 

To: Sheriff Fredrick W. Stevens <sheriff@senecacountv.ohio.gov> Page 1
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