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1. Petitioner brings this action to unseal 12 search warrants and orders issued and sealed 

by this Court, along with related documents.  

2. The records at issue include both search warrants authorizing electronic searches 

under Penal Code § 1546.1 and pen-register/trap-trace orders issued under Penal Code § 638.52. The 

San Bernardino Sheriff’s Department, which applied for each of these orders, has confirmed this. 

3. These files should long ago have been unsealed, at least in part, under the governing 

statutory provisions. The statutory schemes governing these warrants and orders do not allow for 

indefinite sealing.  To the contrary, they require that copies of the warrants be provided to the target 

of the search and made public after they are executed or expire, respectively, if that target is known. 

See Penal Code §§ 1534(a), 638.52(g).1  Although the Court has some authority to issue orders 

delaying notification under certain conditions, it cannot do so indefinitely. See id. And the fact that 

the California Department of Justice has posted on its website information about these warrants – 

which issued in 2017 and 2018 – indicates that any such orders have expired.  

4. Moreover, California Rules of Court 2.550-2.551 require that any continued sealing 

of the records, even in part, be justified by specific findings on the record that have not to date been 

made. 

5. In addition, the public has a First Amendment right of access to the records that also 

requires unsealing, at least in part. 

6. But contrary to these provisions, these records remain completely sealed until further 

order of the Court.  

7. Plaintiff requested six of these records pursuant to the California Public Records Act, 

Gov. Code § 6250 et seq., directly from the San Bernardino Sheriff’s Department by letter dated 

August 22, 2018. This request sought both the warrant numbers and the records themselves. The 

Sheriff declined to produce the records. EFF thus filed a lawsuit, EFF v. County of San Bernardino, 

No. CIVDS1827591, to enforce the request. As a result of that litigation, the Sheriff disclosed the 

warrant numbers. But the Sheriff asserted that the records were otherwise exempt from disclosure 

                                                
1 All unspecified statutory references are to the Penal Code. This petition uses the term “warrant” to 
include both types of these orders, unless the context indicates otherwise.  
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because they remained sealed by this Court. The judge hearing that case indicated that he would not 

hear a motion to unseal the records as part of that lawsuit. See id., transcript of March 8, 2019 

hearing at 7-10. A true copy of these transcript pages are attached to this Petition as Exhibit A. EFF 

dismissed EFF v. County of San Bernardino without prejudice on September 10, 2019. 

8. Plaintiff requested an additional six of these warrants and warrant numbers from the 

San Bernardino Sheriff’s Department by letter dated January 24, 2019. That Department refused to 

release the warrants, stating that they are sealed by order of this Court, but did release the warrant 

numbers.  

9. Plaintiff requested that this Court unseal the records at issue in this case by letter to 

the Presiding Judge dated May 16, 2019, but the Court declined to do so, citing the then-pending 

Public Records Act litigation. A true copy of Plaintiff’s letter is attached to this Petition as Exhibit 

B; a true copy of the Presiding Judge’s June 6, 2019 response is attached as Exhibit C.  

10. Petitioner therefore brings this petition under Rule of Court 2.551(h)(2), asking that 

the Court unseal these records in whole or in part, as required by law.  

Parties2 

11. Petitioner Electronic Frontier Foundation (“EFF”) is a San Francisco-based, donor-

supported, non-profit civil liberties organization working to protect and promote fundamental 

liberties in the digital world. Through direct advocacy, impact litigation, and technological 

innovation, EFF’s team of attorneys, activists, and technologists encourage and challenge industry, 

government, and courts to support free expression, privacy, and transparency in the information 

society. EFF has over 30,000 dues-paying members and represents the interests of everyday users of 

the Internet.  EFF was a prominent supporter of the passage of the California Electronic 

Communications Privacy Act and served as a key advisor to the law’s authors, Senators Mark Leno 

and Joel Anderson, throughout the legislative process.  

12.  Respondent Superior Court of California, County of San Bernardino, is an agency of 

the State of California that possesses the records in question and has the authority to unseal them.  
                                                
2 This Complaint refers to the parties as Plaintiff and Defendant as authorized by Code of Civil 
Procedure § 1063. The Real Parties in Interest are named and will be served under Code of Civil 
Procedure § 1107.  
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13. Real Party in Interest County of San Bernardino is the parent entity of the San 

Bernardino Sheriff’s Department, which drafted and submitted the applications for these warrants 

and asked that they be sealed. 

14. Real Party in Interest Office of the San Bernardino County District Attorney has 

informed Plaintiff that it has an interest in whether six of the warrants at issue remain sealed 

because, although they are not part of any of the Court’s files, they are apparently related to pending 

prosecutions. It may well have a similar interest in the remaining warrants. 

Jurisdiction, Venue, and Joinder 

15. This Court has jurisdiction under Article VI section 10 of the California Constitution. 

16. Venue is proper in this Court:  the Court, Sheriff, and District Attorney reside in, and 

the acts and omissions complained of herein occurred in, San Bernardino County.  See Code Civ. 

Proc. §§ 393(b), 394, 395(a).   

17. All of Plaintiffs’ claims are properly joined under Code of Civil Procedure § 427.10.   

Governing Law and Background 

18. The orders at issue authorize the use of a cell-site simulator. These devices, 

commonly known as Stingrays (a brand name), masquerade as cell-phone towers and allow law 

enforcement to locate specific cell phones by diverting these phones’ signals to the simulator, rather 

than to the carrier’s real tower. They can also be used to determine the unique international-mobile-

subscriber identifiers (IMSI) of unknown devices.  

19. The 2015 California Electronic Communications Privacy Act (CalECPA) generally 

requires law enforcement to obtain a special kind of search warrant before deploying a cell-site 

simulator. See §§ 1546.1(a)(3), 1546.1(c). Warrants issued under CalECPA must comply with 

specific particularity and notice requirements mandated by statute and aimed at improving public 

oversight and transparency; they must also comply with the other statutory and constitutional 

provisions governing search warrants. § 1546.1(d). They must therefore comply with § 1534(a), 

which makes all warrants and related documents public 10 days after they are issued, if they have 

been executed. 
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20. In addition, CalECPA requires California law-enforcement agencies to provide the 

target of a warrant with information about the search and a copy of the warrant when they execute it. 

§ 1546.2(a). If the identity of the target is unknown, law enforcement must instead provide the 

information to the California Department of Justice. § 1546.2(c). Under certain conditions, the Court 

may delay either of these notifications for renewable 90-day periods. § 1546.2(b).  

21. The statute also requires the Department of Justice to publish information about these 

warrants on its website within 90 days of receiving it. § 1546.2(c).  

22. Plaintiff Electronic Frontier Foundation obtained information about a number of these 

warrants from this website. It then requested from the San Bernardino Sheriff’s Department (Sheriff) 

a number of these warrants that the Sheriff obtained from this Court, along with their supporting 

affidavits. But the Sheriff refuses to provide them, stating that they are exempt from disclosure 

because have been sealed by order of this Court.  

23. The warrants at issue were issued and executed more than 10 days ago. That 

information about them appears on the Department of Justice website shows that any non-disclosure 

orders authorized by the statute have expired. They must therefore now be “open to the public” as 

judicial records. § 1534(a).  

24. Some of the orders at issue “authoriz[e] or approv[e] the installation and use of a pen 

register or trap and trace device,” which are methods of obtaining routing and dialing information for 

telephone calls and other electronic communications, respectively. See §§ 638.52(a), 638.51.  These 

orders may be issued for periods of up to 60 days, and extended for additional 60-day periods if 

there is continuing probable cause to do so. See §§ 638.52(e), 638.52(f).  

25. Until recently, a magistrate issuing these types of orders was required to “direct that 

the order be sealed until otherwise ordered” by the Court. See § 638.52(g) (2016). But the 

Legislature opened these records to public inspection in 2016 by changing this provision so that it 

now requires that “[a]n order or extension order authorizing or approving the installation and use of 

a pen register or a trap and trace device shall direct that the order be sealed until the order, including 

any extension, expires.” See § 638.52(g).  
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26. Information about these orders, along with a copy of the order, must be provided to 

the target within 30 days of the end of the surveillance. § 638.54(a). If the target is unknown, the 

information must be provided to the Department of Justice to post on its website. § 638.54(c). Under 

certain conditions, the Court may delay either of these notifications for renewable 90-day periods. § 

638.54(b).  

27. That information about the orders at issue that authorized or approved the installation 

and use of a pen register or trap and trace device appears on the Department of Justice website shows 

that the orders, the 30-day period before notification is required, and any extensions of that period, 

have expired.   

28. California Rule of Court 2.550 prohibits the sealing of court records, other than those 

that “courts must keep confidential by law,” without compliance with its substantive and procedural 

requirements. The continued categorical sealing of the records at issue violates this Rule.  

29. The First Amendment creates a strong presumption that judicial records are open to 

public inspection. See NBC Subsidiary (KNBC-TV), Inc. v. Superior Court, 20 Cal. 4th 1178, 1217-

18 (1999); see also in re Sealing & Non-Disclosure of Pen/Trap/2703(d) Orders, 562 F. Supp. 2d 

876, 880-887 (S.D. Tex. 2008) (holding that the First Amendment prohibits indefinite sealing of 

electronic-surveillance orders). The indefinite and categorical sealing of the files at issue violates the 

First Amendment.  

30. The California Constitution provides an additional, independent right of access to 

government records: “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. 1 § 3(b)(1). The 

continued categorical sealing of the records at issue violates this provision.  

First Cause of Action 
(§ 638.52(g), § 1534(a), Rule of Court 2.550, U.S. Const. amd. I; Cal. Const. art. I § 3)   

31. Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference the above allegations, as if set forth in full. 

32. San Bernardino Superior Court search warrant SBSW 18-0850 was issued by this 

Court on or about January 12, 2018.  



 

 

 
 

 
EFF V. SUPERIOR COURT, CASE NO. ______________________ 
Verified Petition to Unseal Court Records  

 

 
 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 

 

6 

 

33. It, along with all of the other documents maintained in the same file with it, are 

completely sealed by order of this Court.  

34. The warrant has been executed, and any non-disclosure orders issued under 

§ 638.52(g) or CalECPA have expired. 

35. These materials are not part of this Court’s file in any pending action.  

36. This continued categorical sealing of this court order and other records maintained 

along with it is unlawful.  

Second Cause of Action  
(§ 638.52(g), § 1534(a), Rule of Court 2.550, U.S. Const. amd. I; Cal. Const. art. I § 3)   

37.  Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference the above allegations, as if set forth in full. 

38. San Bernardino Superior Court search warrant SBSW 17-0615 was issued by this 

Court; it was executed on or about March 2, 2017.  

39. It, along with all of the other documents maintained in the same file with it, are 

completely sealed by order of this Court.  

40. The warrant has been executed, and any non-disclosure orders issued under 

§ 638.52(g) or CalECPA have expired. 

41. These materials are not part of this Court’s file in any pending action.  

42. This continued categorical sealing of this court order and other records maintained 

along with it is unlawful.  

Third Cause of Action  
(§ 638.52(g), § 1534(a), Rule of Court 2.550, U.S. Const. amd. I; Cal. Const. art. I § 3)   

43.  Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference the above allegations, as if set forth in full. 

44. San Bernardino Superior Court search warrant SBSW 17-0694 was issued by this 

Court; it was executed on or about March 2, 2017. 

45. It, along with all of the other documents maintained in the same file with it, are 

completely sealed by order of this Court.  

46. The warrant has been executed, and any non-disclosure orders issued under 

§ 638.52(g) or CalECPA have expired. 

47. These materials are not part of this Court’s file in any pending action.  
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48. This continued categorical sealing of this court order and other records maintained 

along with it is unlawful.  

Fourth Cause of Action  
(§ 638.52(g), § 1534(a), Rule of Court 2.550, U.S. Const. amd. I; Cal. Const. art. I § 3)   

49.  Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference the above allegations, as if set forth in full. 

50. San Bernardino Superior Court search warrant SBSW 17-0695 was issued by this 

Court; it was executed on or about March 2, 2017. 

51. It, along with all of the other documents maintained in the same file with it, are 

completely sealed by order of this Court.  

52. The warrant has been executed, and any non-disclosure orders issued under 

§ 638.52(g) or CalECPA have expired. 

53. These materials are not part of this Court’s file in any pending action.  

54. This continued categorical sealing of this court order and other records maintained 

along with it is unlawful.  

Fifth Cause of Action  
(§ 638.52(g), § 1534(a), Rule of Court 2.550, U.S. Const. amd. I; Cal. Const. art. I § 3)   

55.  Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference the above allegations, as if set forth in full. 

56. San Bernardino Superior Court search warrant SBSW 17-0834 was issued by this 

Court; it was executed on or about March 21, 2017. 

57. It, along with all of the other documents maintained in the same file with it, are 

completely sealed by order of this Court.  

58. The warrant has been executed, and any non-disclosure orders issued under 

§ 638.52(g) or CalECPA have expired. 

59. These materials are not part of this Court’s file in any pending action.  

60. This continued categorical sealing of this court order and other records maintained 

along with it is unlawful.  

Sixth Cause of Action  
(§ 638.52(g), § 1534(a), Rule of Court 2.550, U.S. Const. amd. I; Cal. Const. art. I § 3)   

61.  Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference the above allegations, as if set forth in full. 
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62. San Bernardino Superior Court search warrant SBSW 17-0890 was issued by this 

Court; it was executed on or about March 14, 2017. 

63. It, along with all of the other documents maintained in the same file with it, are 

completely sealed by order of this Court.  

64. The warrant has been executed, and any non-disclosure orders issued under 

§ 638.52(g) or CalECPA have expired. 

65. These materials are not part of this Court’s file in any pending action.  

66. This continued categorical sealing of this court order and other records maintained 

along with it is unlawful.  

Seventh Cause of Action  
(§ 638.52(g), § 1534(a), Rule of Court 2.550, U.S. Const. amd. I; Cal. Const. art. I § 3)   

67.  Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference the above allegations, as if set forth in full. 

68. San Bernardino Superior Court search warrant SBSW 17-0892 was issued by this 

Court; it was executed on or about March 14, 2017.  

69. It, along with all of the other documents maintained in the same file with it, are 

completely sealed by order of this Court.  

70. The warrant has been executed, and any non-disclosure orders issued under 

§ 638.52(g) or CalECPA have expired. 

71. These materials are not part of this Court’s file in any pending action.  

72. This continued categorical sealing of this court order and other records maintained 

along with it is unlawful.  

Eighth Cause of Action  
(§ 638.52(g), § 1534(a), Rule of Court 2.550, U.S. Const. amd. I; Cal. Const. art. I § 3)   

73.  Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference the above allegations, as if set forth in full. 

74. San Bernardino Superior Court search warrant SBSW 18-0259 was issued by this 

Court on or about August 1, 2017.  

75. It, along with all of the other documents maintained in the same file with it, are 

completely sealed by order of this Court.  
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76. The warrant has been executed, and any non-disclosure orders issued under 

§ 638.52(g) or CalECPA have expired. 

77. These materials are not part of this Court’s file in any pending action.  

78. This continued categorical sealing of this court order and other records maintained 

along with it is unlawful.  

Ninth Cause of Action  
(§ 638.52(g), § 1534(a), Rule of Court 2.550, U.S. Const. amd. I; Cal. Const. art. I § 3)   

79.  Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference the above allegations, as if set forth in full. 

80. San Bernardino Superior Court search warrant SBSW 18-0298 was issued by this 

Court on or about October 26, 2017.  

81. It, along with all of the other documents maintained in the same file with it, are 

completely sealed by order of this Court.  

82. The warrant has been executed, and any non-disclosure orders issued under 

§ 638.52(g) or CalECPA have expired. 

83. These materials are not part of this Court’s file in any pending action.  

84. This continued categorical sealing of this court order and other records maintained 

along with it is unlawful.  

Tenth Cause of Action  
(§ 638.52(g), § 1534(a), Rule of Court 2.550, U.S. Const. amd. I; Cal. Const. art. I § 3)   

85.  Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference the above allegations, as if set forth in full. 

86. San Bernardino Superior Court search warrant SBSW 17-0615 was issued by this 

Court.  

87. It, along with all of the other documents maintained in the same file with it, are 

completely sealed by order of this Court.  

88. The warrant has been executed, and any non-disclosure orders issued under 

§ 638.52(g) or CalECPA have expired. 

89. These materials are not part of this Court’s file in any pending action.  

90. This continued categorical sealing of this court order and other records maintained 

along with it is unlawful.  
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Eleventh Cause of Action  
(§ 638.52(g), § 1534(a), Rule of Court 2.550, U.S. Const. amd. I; Cal. Const. art. I § 3)   

91.  Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference the above allegations, as if set forth in full. 

92. San Bernardino Superior Court search warrant SBSW 17-0892 was issued by this 

Court.  

93. It, along with all of the other documents maintained in the same file with it, are 

completely sealed by order of this Court.  

94. The warrant has been executed, and any non-disclosure orders issued under 

§ 638.52(g) or CalECPA have expired. 

95. These materials are not part of this Court’s file in any pending action.  

96. This continued categorical sealing of this court order and other records maintained 

along with it is unlawful. 

Twelfth Cause of Action  
(§ 638.52(g), § 1534(a), Rule of Court 2.550, U.S. Const. amd. I; Cal. Const. art. I § 3)   

97.  Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference the above allegations, as if set forth in full. 

98. San Bernardino Superior Court search warrant SBSW 17-0834 was issued by this 

Court.  

99. It, along with all of the other documents maintained in the same file with it, are 

completely sealed by order of this Court.  

100. The warrant has been executed, and any non-disclosure orders issued under 

§ 638.52(g) or CalECPA have expired. 

101. These materials are not part of this Court’s file in any pending action.  

102. This continued categorical sealing of this court order and other records maintained 

along with it is unlawful.  

 Wherefore, Plaintiff requests the following:   

1. That the Court unseal each of the warrants, orders, and files listed above – or any 

parts of them – that do not meet the criterial for sealing under the applicable statutes, rules, and 

constitutional provisions.  

2. That Plaintiff be awarded attorneys’ fees and costs;  



1 3. Fot such other and ftirther relief as the Court deems proper and just.
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

DEPARTMENT S26  HONORABLE DAVID COHN, JUDGE
 
ELECTRONIC FRONTIER FOUNDATION,

Plaintiff,

-vs-

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ET AL.,

Defendants.
                                     

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Case No. CIVDS1827591  

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF ORAL PROCEEDINGS

Friday, March 8, 2019 

APPEARANCES: 

FOR THE PLAINTIFF: LAW OFFICE OF MICHAEL T. RISHER
BY:  MICHAEL T. RISHER 
Attorney at Law

FOR THE DEFENDANT: OFFICE OF COUNTY COUNSEL 
BY:  MILES KOWALSKI
Attorney at Law

REPORTED BY: REGINA B. VEGA 
Official Reporter
C.S.R. No. 12612 
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were submitted to the court, submitted to the DOJ and not 

maintained because it's a San Bernardino Police Department 

homicide investigation.  They were compiling and submitting the 

records associated with this to the DA.  

THE COURT:  Which is it, they can't be found or they 

were destroyed?  

MR. KOWALSKI:  They were not maintained in the 

custody of the sheriff's department. 

THE COURT:  All right.  And have -- and you've 

represented that to counsel in, what, a letter or something?  

MR. KOWALSKI:  In discovery. 

THE COURT:  In discovery, all right.  Let's go to my 

second question.  Shouldn't you be going to the judge who 

ordered that the warrant applications be sealed?  

MR. RISHER:  Well, that's not a requirement.  And the 

case that holds that is in re Marriage of Nicholas, cited on 

page 13 of our brief, whether under the Rule of Court any judge 

can unseal the record.  And of course the records here were 

sealed until further order of the court, not until further 

order of the judge that signed the sealing -- 

THE COURT:  I have to tell you I'm pretty 

uncomfortable issuing such an order if there is a pending 

criminal case to which these warrants apply. 

MR. KOWALSKI:  And, your Honor -- 

MR. RISHER:  And I was about to say, your Honor, I 

understand that as matter of common -- or practicality, it may 
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be more appropriate for some other judge, even the judge who 

issued these orders.  I don't think those are the same judges 

that are handling it the criminal matter.  It may be that those 

judges should have a say in this.  It may not be because it's 

my understanding -- well, I don't know whether the fruits of 

these orders are involved in the criminal cases.  We simply 

haven't had a chance to research that yet. 

So at this point I don't know whether it would affect 

the pending criminal proceedings.  The criminal proceedings 

might not be pending by the time this issue finally becomes 

ripe for decision.  And in any event we of course would provide 

notice of any motion to unseal to those -- the parties in this 

case, the People and the defense lawyers.  

So it may eventually be that it's more appropriate to 

have a different judge look at these.  I don't think we're 

there yet in terms -- at least certainly figuring out which of 

those two judges it should be:  The one dealing with the 

criminal case or the one who issued the warrants. 

THE COURT:  I don't know the answer to that question, 

which judge it would be.  But I'm fairly confident that it's 

not me.  

In any event, whatever judge, if a judge, either the 

judge who issued the warrant, the judge handling the 

prosecution of the criminal case, or this Court, orders that 

they're unsealed, that still doesn't -- if the County doesn't 

have these materials, it doesn't matter that they've been 
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unsealed, they still can't be produced from the County. 

Now certain things in the court file, you might be 

able to obtain them.  But that certainly would need to be 

handled by a criminal department.  

So thank you for your arguments.  I'm not going to 

issue -- 

MR. RISHER:  Well, if I could say two more things 

about that?  

THE COURT:  Sure. 

MR. RISHER:  When I learned that counsel had obtained 

these documents, I agreed to withdraw my discovery requests 

about their efforts to locate them.  And -- and why the 

department wasn't able to locate them.  I mean to the extent 

that counsel is now saying, well, it's not -- we haven't denied 

anything improperly because we didn't have those things, I'll 

need to renew the discovery requests and find out what the 

basis for that is. 

THE COURT:  Well, as I sit here right now, I don't 

know the answer to that question.  

MR. RISHER:  Of course.

THE COURT:  If a discovery request is propounded and 

the documents are not in the possession, custody, or control of 

the responding party, but then counsel goes out through his or 

her own efforts and obtains those documents, are they then 

discoverable?  I don't know the answer to that question.  

You'll need to propound that discovery request, meet and confer 
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about it, and bring a motion before this Court if appropriate. 

But if so far as you're requesting that I order 

these search warrant materials unsealed, I'm going to deny that 

request without prejudice.  That should be handled either by 

the judge who issued the warrants -- and that's probably the 

case, but I'm not sure.  It might be the judge assigned to the 

pending litigation case. 

MR. RISHER:  Just to be clear, we weren't asking the 

Court to make any order today, merely briefing it as the Court 

had ordered us at the last hearing.

THE COURT:  If you're not making that request, then I 

won't deny it.  What further -- what else do we need to do on 

this case?  We should probably have a status conference I 

imagine.  It sounds like you're going to meet and confer about 

some discovery issues.  When would you like to come back to 

court?  

90 days?  

MR. RISHER:  That sounds about right.  Maybe April, 

May, June. 

THE COURT:  I guess we should probably call that a 

trial setting conference. 

MR. KOWALSKI:  Yes, your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  

THE JUDICIAL ASSISTANT:  June 12. 

THE COURT:  How is June 12 at 8:30?  

MR. KOWALSKI:  That works for defense, your Honor. 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

DEPARTMENT S26 HONORABLE DAVID COHN, JUDGE
 
ELECTRONIC FRONTIER FOUNDATION,

Plaintiff,

-vs-

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, ET AL.,

Defendant.
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Certification

Case No. CIVDS1806921  

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
)  ss.

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO )

I, Regina Vega, Official Reporter of the

Superior Court of the State of California, for the

County of San Bernardino, do hereby certify under penalty of 

perjury that the foregoing pages, 1 through 11, comprise a 

full, true, and correct transcript of the proceedings held in 

the above-entitled matter on Friday, March 8, 2019.

Dated this 26th day of June, 2019.
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