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JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

Plaintiffs Joshua Simon, David Barber, and Josue Bonilla, individually and on behalf of all
others similarly situated, and Plaintiffs Diana Block and Community Resource Initiative, as taxpayers in

the County of San Francisco, are informed and believe, and thereon allege, as follows:

INTRODUCTION

1. This action challenges the constitutionality of the San Francisco Sheriff’s Office’s
(“Sheriff” or “SFSO”) systematic intrusions on the privacy of individuals released pretrial on electronic
monitoring (“EM”). After the Superior Court orders individuals released on EM, the Sheriff requires
them to agree to a set of “Program Rules,” several of which are not authorized by the Court’s release
order. In particular, Rule 5 purports to authorize the Sheriff to conduct warrantless, suspicionless
searches of an individual’s person, property, home, and automobile at any time (often called a “four-way
search clause”). Rule 13 purports to authorize the Sheriff to share participant GPS location data with any
law enforcement agency upon request and in perpetuity, a limitless intrusion on privacy given that the
Sheriff’s EM Program seemingly allows GPS location data to be retained indefinitely.

2. Conditions like Rules 5 and 13 cannot be imposed as a matter of course on every single
individual released pretrial with an EM condition; nor may they be imposed by the Sheriff acting alone.
Instead, only a court may set particular conditions of pretrial release, and only after determining on an
individualized basis that such conditions are a reasonable means to ensure future appearances and to
protect the public. That is not what is happening with EM participants in San Francisco. Rules 5 and 13,
as well as the Sheriff’s indefinite data retention practices, are therefore unlawful. Specifically, these
practices violate Article I, Sections 1, 7, and 13, and Article III, Section 3 of the California Constitution,
as well as the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution.

3. More than 200 people in San Francisco are currently subject to the Sheriff’s unlawful EM
conditions while awaiting trial. This number is continuously increasing as release on EM becomes a
growing alternative to pretrial detention. But release on EM is not a license for limitless law
enforcement surveillance of some of San Francisco’s most vulnerable residents. This action seeks
declaratory and injunctive relief to enjoin the Sheriff from imposing or enforcing Program Rules 5 and

13 going forward, and to require the Sheriff to expunge the GPS data of individuals whose cases have
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now concluded.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

4. This Court has jurisdiction under California Code of Civil Procedure Section 410.10 and
Atrticle IV, Section 10 of the California Constitution.

5. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 395
because Defendant City and County of San Francisco is located in San Francisco County, and because
all of the conduct alleged occurred and is occurring in San Francisco County. In addition, Sheriff
Miyamoto is employed by the County of San Francisco.

PARTIES

6. Plaintiff Joshua Simon is 19 years old and pending trial on criminal charges in the San
Francisco Superior Court. He was placed on EM by the Court on May 27, 2022 and is presently subject
to the Sheriff’s Program Rules 5 and 13.

7. Plaintiff David Barber is 43 years old and pending trial on criminal charges in the San
Francisco Superior Court. He was placed on EM by the Court on August 13, 2021 and is presently
subject to the Sheriff’s Program Rules 5 and 13.

8. Plaintiff Josue Bonilla is 40 years old and pending trial on criminal charges in the San
Francisco Superior Court. He was placed on EM by the Court on May 30, 2022 and is presently subject
to the Sheriff’s Program Rules 5 and 13.

9. Plaintiff Diana Block is a taxpayer and resident of San Francisco, California. She owns
real property in the County of San Francisco and has been assessed for and paid property taxes to the
County within the last year. Plaintiff Block has also in the last year paid both San Francisco and
California sales and use taxes, which fund the County, including the Sherift’s Office. Plaintiff Block
opposes the use of EM as an unnecessary punishment that does not improve public safety and believes
that the challenged Rules violate the presumption of innocence and the right to privacy. Plaintiff Block
is a founding member of the California Coalition for Women Prisoners (“CCWP”), which is part of the
No New SF Jail Coalition. Both coalitions oppose the use of EM. As part of a campaign organized by
the No New SF Jail Coalition, Plaintiff Block has given public comment opposing the use of EM before

the Budget and Finance Committee of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors.
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10. Plaintiff Community Resource Initiative (“CRI”) is a non-profit corporation based in San
Francisco, California. Plaintiff CRI has been assessed for and paid unsecured property taxes to the
County within the last year. Also in the last year, Plaintiff CRI has paid both San Francisco and
California sales and use taxes, which fund the County, including the Sheriff’s Office. Plaintiff CRI
provides death penalty defense investigation and resources. In addition to that work, Plaintiff CRI
engages in significant advocacy and organizing campaigns to advocate for real public safety based on
social services and investment in community. Plaintiff CRI opposes the use of EM as another form of
incarceration that increases surveillance on already-surveilled communities and does not promote safety.
CRI is also part of the No New SF Jail Coalition and played a central role in the Coalition’s campaign
against the Sheriff’s use of EM by, for example, preparing talking points for community members to
provide public comment on EM; drafting and sending a letter to Sheriff Miyamoto in December 2020
calling on the Sheriff to, among other things, eliminate the four-way search clause; and helping to draft a
report on the use of EM in San Francisco that focuses on individuals impacted by EM. The Coalition
anticipates releasing this report in the fall.

11.  Defendant City and County of San Francisco is a local government entity organized
under the laws of the State of California. The San Francisco Sheriff’s Office (“Sheriff” or “SFSO”) is a
division of San Francisco county government. SFSO’s Community Programs Unit supervises and
operates the EM Program.

12.  Defendant Paul Miyamoto, in his official capacity as San Francisco Sheriff, is an official

of Defendant City and County of San Francisco with respect to SFSO’s Community Programs Unit and

the EM Program.
FACTUAL BACKGROUND
A. Court-Ordered Pretrial Electronic Monitoring
13. In San Francisco, individuals who are arrested for a criminal offense and taken into

custody are booked into San Francisco County Jail #1. SFSO’s Custody Division performs booking
processes on all arrested individuals.
14. The San Francisco Pretrial Diversion Project evaluates all individuals held in jail after

arrest and provides a “public safety assessment,” either recommending against release or recommending
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pretrial release under one of three levels of supervision: (1) Own Recognizance (“OR”) No Active
Supervision, (2) OR Minimum Supervision, and (3) Assertive Case Management (“ACM”).

15.  Generally, a Superior Court judge then makes a release determination and may order one
of the levels of supervision, or set bail in accordance with In re Humphrey, 11 Cal. 5th 135 (2021).

16.  For individuals released pretrial, the Superior Court may, and sometimes does, impose
particular conditions such as warrantless drug testing, warrantless searches, participation in
programming (e.g., anger management), or a prohibition on gun possession. In such instances, the judge
makes individualized findings on the record to substantiate the reasonableness of the conditions imposed
in the particular case.

17.  Pertinent here, the Superior Court also may impose EM—for the limited purposes of
ensuring future court appearances and protecting public safety—under any level of supervision. As of
November 2020, approximately 52% of individuals released pretrial on EM were released with minimal
supervision requirements.

18. The Superior Court typically orders EM following a hearing. During these hearings, the
Court does not mention or discuss the Sheriff’s EM Program Rules in form or substance. There is no
colloquy on the record concerning the scope of any privacy intrusions inherent in the Sheriff’s EM
Program, and no discussion of the four-way search condition or the indefinite retention and sharing of
GPS location data. The Superior Court also does not, in connection with imposing EM, elicit a general
waiver of Fourth Amendment rights on the record. Indeed, there is no record evidence that the Court
itself is aware of—Ilet alone has approved—the content of the Sheriff’s EM Program Rules. Certainly,
the Superior Court judge does not make any individualized determination concerning the reasonableness
of any conditions imposed by the Sheriff’s EM Program Rules as applied to the individual at bar.

19.  When the Court orders release on EM, it executes a pretrial order using a form titled,
“County of San Francisco Sheriff’s Office / Superior Court Pre-Sentenced Defendant Electronic
Monitoring — Court Order.” A true and correct copy of this form is attached as Exhibit A. The form
requires those released on EM to “obey all orders given by any SFSO employee(s) or contract service
provider(s) and live within 50 driving miles of the Sheriff’s Electronic Monitoring office.” The form

also lists other “court-ordered conditions” that the Court may check off in its discretion, such as
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mandatory drug testing and not possessing weapons. At the top, the form provides, “the Court indicates
that the defendant has waived their 4th Amendment rights and understands the restrictions ordered by
the Court.” The form does not address the Sheriff’s Program Rules; contains no reference to search of
the individual’s person, residence, automobile, or property; and contains no information concerning the
retention, storage, or sharing of GPS location data.

20.  Individuals released on EM are not required or even requested to review, initial, or sign
the Court’s EM form order.

21. The cases of Plaintiffs Simon, Barber, and Bonilla exemplify the process described
above. The Superior Court did not at any point in their cases alert these Plaintiffs to the existence of the
Sheriff’s Program Rules or their contents. The Superior Court likewise did not seek a waiver from them
or explain the scope of any implicit waiver of their Fourth Amendment rights. These Plaintiffs received
no information concerning what would happen to any GPS location data generated by the ankle monitor.
And none of them initialed or signed the Court’s EM form order in their respective cases.

B. Enrollment in the Electronic Monitoring Program

22.  Following a Court order, the Sheriff and its private contractor, Sentinel Offender
Services, LLC (“Sentinel”), formally enroll individuals in the EM Program. EM releasees are either
transported in restraints or released and ordered to report to Sentinel’s office at 70 Oak Grove, inside the
Sheriff’s Community Programs building. There, EM releasees are outfitted with an ankle monitor and
enrolled in the EM Program.

23.  During enrollment at Sentinel’s office, individuals are first informed of the Sheriff’s
“Electronic Monitoring (EM) Program Rules [for] Pre-Sentenced Participants” (“Program Rules” or
“Rules”). A true and correct copy of this document is attached as Exhibit B. A Sentinel employee
provides the Rules to the releasee, together with several other forms and papers, and instructs the
releasee to review and initial each rule, and to sign and date at the bottom. No one explains the Program
Rules to EM releasees, and they are not provided access to counsel while at Sentinel’s office.

24.  While they are permitted to review the Rules before signing, in all cases, individuals
understand from the circumstances that they must initial, sign, and date the Program Rules or face return

to jail. Each of Plaintiffs Simon, Barber, and Bonilla believed that they were required to initial and sign
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the Sheriff’s Program Rules while at Sentinel’s office or else be immediately returned to jail.

25.  Among the rules that EM releasees must assent to are Rules 5 and 13. Rule 5 states, “I
shall submit to a search of my person, residence, automobile or property by any peace officer at any
time.”

26.  Rule 13 states, “I acknowledge that my EM data may be shared with other criminal
justice partners.”

27.  During the enrollment process, EM releasees must also separately initial, acknowledge,
and agree to rules contained in a “San Francisco Sheriff’s Dept. Electronic Monitoring Program
Participant Contract: Pre-Sentenced Individuals” (“Participant Contract”). A true and correct copy of
this document is attached as Exhibit C. The Participant Contract contains provisions substantively
equivalent to Program Rules 5 and 13.

28.  Paragraph 8 of the Participant Contract provides, “I acknowledge that in court, I
knowingly waived my 4th Amendment rights and agree to submit my person, property, place of
residence and / or personal effects to search at any time, with or without a warrant and with or without
probable cause.”

29.  Paragraph 9 of the Participant Contract provides, “I acknowledge that my electronic
monitoring data may be shared with other criminal justice partners.”

30.  No provision of the Program Rules, Participant Contract, or any other policy or
agreement provides for the destruction or expungement of releasees’ GPS location data after their
participation in the EM Program or at the conclusion of their case.

31.  EM releasees initial and sign the Program Rules and the Participant Contract
requirements to avoid the threat of continued detention pending trial. Many do not comprehend the
forms or the conditions imposed, and most believe that the substance of the forms is irrelevant given the
alternative: continued detention. Virtually all face a critical need to avoid further incarceration. Some
face the possibility of losing employment, housing, or custody of children; some need to care for elderly,
sick, or child dependents. On information and belief, no prospective EM releasee has ever refused to
initial the Sheriff’s EM Program Rules or Participant Contract.

32.  Plaintiff Simon consented to release on EM because he was eager to get out of jail so that
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he could attend his high school graduation. He recalls reviewing the Sheriff’s Program Rules when they
were presented to him at Sentinel’s office; Rules 5 and 13 in particular bothered him. But Plaintiff
Simon believed he had no choice in the matter if he wanted to remain out of jail, so he initialed and
signed as he was instructed to do.

33.  Plaintiff Barber consented to release on EM because he was anxious to get out of jail to
try and retain his apartment and employment. He was also concerned about the care of his pet cat. He
recalls reviewing the Sheriff’s Program Rules when they were presented to him at Sentinel’s office, and
he recalls reading Rules 5 and 13. These rules offended him because they seemed punitive in nature and
he had not been convicted of any crime in conjunction with his charges. He nonetheless initialed and
signed the Sheriff’s Program Rules under what he describes as “duress.”

34.  Plaintiff Bonilla consented to release on EM because he has a physical disability that
made his detention especially uncomfortable and burdensome. He was also eager to be released so that
he could see his young son. He does not clearly recall events at Sentinel’s offices. He believes he may
have initialed and signed papers but does not know for certain. He did whatever he was told to do
because he believed he had no choice unless he was willing to go back to jail.

35.  For each releasee, a Sentinel employee also completes an “initial assessment” and
generates a schedule of their approved activities and locations. Sentinel purportedly considers where
releasees live and work, whether they participate in any court-mandated programs, and whether they are
associated with any stay-away orders. This information is entered into each participant’s case file stored
on Sentinel’s servers and is used to program the GPS ankle cuff and box.

36.  Pursuant to its contract with the Sheriff, Sentinel maintains these participant case files for
at least the duration of a participant’s enrollment in the EM Program. In addition to the initial
assessment and approved schedule, the Sentinel file also contains the Superior Court’s initial EM form
order, the enrollment forms, all out-of-residence movement and GPS monitoring data, any violations or
sanctions, and chronological case notes.

37. Sentinel has administered the Sheriff’s home detention and EM programs since August 1,
2019. The Sheriff’s contract with Sentinel expired on July 31, 2022. By its terms, the contract authorizes

renewal by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors on a yearly basis, but the Board has not renewed the
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contract to date. Upon information and belief, Sentinel continues to administer the Sheriff’s pre- and
post-trial EM programs. Under the now-expired contract, the City and County pay Sentinel more than
$1.1 million each year.

C. The EM Program Poses Great Challenges for Individuals Awaiting Trial

38. The Sheriff and Sentinel monitor all EM participants’ movements 24 hours a day, seven
days a week.
39.  Regardless of the level of supervision ordered by the Superior Court, Sentinel, acting on

behalf of the Sheriff, also meets with all pretrial EM participants on a regular basis, often twice per
month. During these check-in meetings, participants must provide documentation or verification of their
attendance at permitted activities, such as receipts from grocery shopping and signed doctor’s notes
from medical appointments. The Sheriff and Sentinel also check the functionality of the ankle monitor
and remind releasees about upcoming court dates.

40.  The EM Program can be extremely onerous for participants. EM releasees describe
receiving frequent phone calls at random times from Sheriff deputies or contractors, asking them to
change their location or go outside so that the GPS ankle cuff can receive service and confirm the
individual’s location. They also describe instances when the ankle cuff malfunctions by making loud
beeping and other noises—including at work. The constant possibility that the cuff will malfunction,
create a disruption, and lead to further scrutiny can cause great anxiety. The physical GPS ankle cuff is
also incompatible with certain work uniforms, such as heavy work boots necessary for safety on
construction sites. Moreover, wearing an ankle cuff can cause injury and/or pain by, for example,
digging into the ankle bone or compressing sensitive nerves in the area. It also frequently disrupts sleep.

41.  Although the Sheriff and Sentinel promise to provide technical support 24 hours a day,
seven days a week, participants in the EM Program report that administrators are often unable or
unwilling to resolve technical issues quickly.

D. Program Rule 5 Exposes Individuals to Invasive and Suspicionless Searches at Any

Time by Any Law Enforcement Officer

42. Once an individual is enrolled in the EM Program, notice of the four-way search

condition described in Program Rule 5 is entered into the California Law Enforcement
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Telecommunications System (“CLETS”). All members of law enforcement in the state have access to
the CLETS database. Accordingly, whenever a member of any California law enforcement agency runs
a check on an individual released on EM, CLETS notifies the officer of the four-way search condition,
purportedly authorizing search of the individual’s person, residence, property, and automobile, without a
warrant or any degree of articulable suspicion. This means that any law enforcement member may
search a releasee’s person, home, belongings, and car at any time for any reason.

43. It is unknown how frequently individuals released on EM are subject to warrantless,
suspicionless searches under this condition. Neither law enforcement nor releasees are required to report
when these searches occur. Moreover, because releasees are unaware that Program Rule 5 is unlawful
and because they may fear returning to jail or other consequences, pretrial EM participants are unlikely
to register complaints. And even where such warrantless, suspicionless searches uncover evidence that
leads to additional charges, the case will likely resolve in a guilty plea and the search will accordingly
go unnoticed.

44.  Public information about searches conducted pursuant to Rule 5, therefore, is generally
available only in the unusual circumstance where the uncovered evidence is the subject of a motion to
suppress. Plaintiffs are aware of only two such instances in San Francisco. In January 2021, officers
with the San Francisco Police Department (“SFPD”) used GPS location data shared by the Sheriff to
track an individual on EM and then relied on the four-way search condition described in Rule 5 and
entered in CLETS to search that individual’s apartment. The Superior Court of San Francisco granted
the defendant’s motion to suppress evidence discovered in the apartment, finding that Rule 5 was not a
legally valid search condition and that the defendant had not waived his Fourth Amendment rights in
court or otherwise consented to the search. In the second case, SFPD officers used GPS location data
shared by SFSO to track an individual’s car while he drove through San Francisco. Police officers
detained the individual and then relied on the four-way search clause to search his car. At the
preliminary hearing, the Superior Court initially denied the defendant’s motion to suppress evidence
obtained from that search. Before the defendant could pursue the issue further, the charges were
dismissed.

45.  Plaintiff Barber has been searched pursuant to the four-way search condition described in

10
COMPLAINT




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Rule 5. On the evening of August 30, 2022, Barber was pulled over by California Highway Patrol for
speeding. After running a check on his driver’s license, the officers presumably learned of the existence
of the four-way search clause from CLETS—Iaw enforcement asked Barber why he was on probation or
parole, although he is not on any form of post-conviction supervision, and told him they were authorized
to search his person and his vehicle. They placed him in handcuffs, patted him down and searched his
pockets, then searched his car for an extended period of time.

46.  Plaintiff Barber suffers from anxiety and depression as a result of feeling that he is being
surveilled at all times. He states that the possibility of being searched by any member of law
enforcement at any time compounds this stress and his resulting psychological symptoms.

47.  Plaintiffs Simon and Bonilla have not been searched pursuant to the four-way search
condition described in Rule 5. But both express anxiety and a sense of violation that they may be
searched by any member of law enforcement at any time while they are on EM.

48.  Plaintiff Simon grew up in Hunter’s Point, San Francisco, and has experienced being
stopped and searched by members of the SFPD for no apparent reason. He is concerned that Rule 5
makes such searches more likely and leaves him vulnerable to harassment by local law enforcement.

49.  Plaintiff Bonilla believes that his right to privacy ordinarily offers some protection
against potential misconduct by police officers, but that he has lost any protection against officers who
might harass him by virtue of Rule 5. He also believes that the Rule undermines his presumption of
innocence until proven guilty.

E. Program Rule 13, Coupled with the Sheriff’s Retention Practices, Allows the Sheriff

to Share GPS Location Data with Any Law Enforcement Agency Without a Warrant and

in Perpetuity

50.  An ankle monitor that is charged and functioning gives the Sheriff and Sentinel
continuous GPS location coordinates, 24 hours a day, seven days a week, for the duration of an
individual’s participation in the EM Program. A participant’s GPS information can be viewed
contemporaneously to track real-time location and movements. This minutely detailed tracking data is
also saved and stored on Sentinel’s servers, permitting historical tracking as well. Data gathering is

constant and—hardware permitting—unbroken for the duration of a releasee’s participation in the EM
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Program,; i.e., data is gathered from the time of enrollment at 70 Oak Grove until EM is terminated,

either by an intermediate court order or, more commonly, when the individual’s criminal charge is

resolved.
51.  Under its contract, Sentinel uses GPS location data to provide monthly reports to the
Sheriff of all EM participants for the 12 months prior to the date of the report. Sentinel’s contract does

not specify whether these reports include individuals whose participation in the program has ceased but
who were on EM at some point during the previous 12 months.

52. Pursuant to its contract, Sentinel also offers what it terms “advanced reporting features.”
For example, the contract describes a “crime scene correlation” report that allows users to see whether
any EM participants were near a specified location at a specified time, and offers “zone activity” reports
that allow users to see which individuals on EM were in certain geographic zones, including zones
identified as “known drug areas.”

53.  Inresponse to California Public Records Act requests, the Sheriff has represented that
because “GPS data is kept by Sentinel, not the SFSO,” Sentinel’s “contract would govern any retention
or destruction policies” regarding that data. Sentinel’s contract with San Francisco, a true and correct
copy of which is attached as Exhibit D, does not address what happens to an EM participant’s data once
their participation in the program has ceased. Instead, the contract provides, “[u]pon termination of
Agreement or request of City, Contractor shall within forty-eight (48) hours return all Confidential
Information which includes all original media” and then “purge all Confidential Information from its
servers, any hosted environment Contractor has used in performance of this Agreement, work stations
that were used to process the data or for production of the data, and any other work files stored by
Contractor in whatever medium.” Accordingly, unless or until Sentinel’s contract is terminated, Sentinel
has the authority to retain the complete GPS location data of anyone who has ever participated in San
Francisco’s EM Program since Sentinel began administering the program, regardless of whether their
participation has ceased or their case closed. Sentinel’s contract with the City and County has been
operational since August 1, 2019. Thus, under the terms of its agreement, the Sheriff retains access to at
least the past three years of GPS location data for all individuals released on EM during any portion of

that period.
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54.  Pursuant to Program Rule 13, SFSO routinely shares participant GPS location data with
other law enforcement agencies. To acquire this data, a requesting agency or officer need only submit a
form titled, “Electronic Monitoring Location Request” to the Sheriff. A true and correct copy of this
form is attached as Exhibit E. To complete the form, the requestor must represent that they are
“requesting this information as part of a current criminal investigation”—no warrant or even articulable
suspicion is required. The requesting agency may obtain either the GPS location data of a specific
individual on EM across a particular time period, or the GPS location data “of anyone on GPS tracking”
in a specific location. As one officer with the SFPD testified regarding how easily he was able to obtain
10 days’ worth of GPS location data as well as live continuous GPS updates for a defendant, he “[just
made the request.” See Preliminary Hearing Transcript at 41:28-42:2, People v. Robinson, MCN 2100
0279 (San Francisco Sup. Ct. Feb. 19, 2021).

55.  Law enforcement agencies request this GPS location data from the Sheriff with
increasing frequency. In response to California Public Records Act requests, SFSO disclosed that in
2019, the Sheriff shared the GPS location data of four individuals with other law enforcement agencies;
in 2020, the number increased to 41; and in 2021, it swelled to 179. The vast majority of these requests
came from the SFPD, but the Sheriff also received requests from other local law enforcement agencies,
including Adult Probation and the District Attorney’s Office. These trends suggest that law enforcement
agencies in San Francisco are increasingly relying on Rule 13 to obtain sensitive and robust GPS
location data—ostensibly collected by the Sheriff for the limited purpose of monitoring compliance with
the court-ordered pretrial release conditions—for general law enforcement purposes and without any
judicial oversight.

56. Each of Plaintiffs Simon, Barber, and Bonilla is unaware of whether his GPS location
data has been shared with any member of law enforcement. Each feels it is a violation of his personal
privacy that such data might be retained in perpetuity and shared widely pursuant to Rule 13. Those
possibilities are a source of stress and aggravation for each.

57.  Plaintiff Simon also reports that, on one occasion during the time he has been on EM, he
observed an assault in public. He immediately became concerned that law enforcement would

wrongfully identify him as a suspect by virtue of his GPS location data. He left the area quickly but
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suffered substantial anxiety thereafter, wondering if he would be mistakenly arrested and charged.

F. The San Francisco Board of Supervisors Has Not Authorized the Sheriff’s EM

Program

58. As part of California’s realignment, and to enable reduction of local jail populations, the
California Legislature provided county boards of supervisors the power to authorize their sheriff’s
departments to release on EM certain pretrial defendants. Penal Code section 1203.018 empowers
sheriffs to make EM release decisions provided that the local board of supervisors prescribes reasonable
rules for release on EM and subsequently reviews those rules on an annual basis. Section 1203.018 does
not define what constitutes “reasonable” EM release conditions and does not purport to—nor could it—
alter established constitutional law on this issue.

59.  SFSO acknowledges that it is not running a Section 1203.018 program. In response to a
demand letter from undersigned counsel preceding this litigation, a true and correct copy of which is
attached as Exhibit F, the Sheriff admitted that the San Francisco Board of Supervisors has never
authorized the Sheriff to make release decisions and, more to the point, has never prescribed nor
approved the specific Contract and Program Rules for release on EM that are currently being imposed
by the Sheriff. A true and correct copy of the Sheriff’s July 6, 2022 response is attached as Exhibit G. In
fact, in 2014, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors rejected a proposed ordinance that would have
authorized the Sheriff to exercise its Penal Code section 1203.018 powers.

60. The San Francisco Board of Supervisors has in 2019, by contrast, authorized the Sheriff
to make post-trial EM release decisions for sentenced individuals as permitted under Penal Code section
1203.016. That authorization has since expired and not been renewed. Individuals participating in the
post-trial EM program make up approximately 1% of individuals in the Sheriff’s EM Program.

61.  In this suit, Plaintiffs challenge only the Sheriff’s unilateral imposition of the four-way
search condition (Rule 5), the data-sharing condition (Rule 13), and the Sheriff’s indefinite data
retention practices. But it bears noting that the Sheriff’s entire EM program, pre- and post-trial, is

without valid legal authorization by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors.

14
COMPLAINT




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS

62. Named Plaintiffs Simon, Barber, and Bonilla bring this action on behalf of themselves
and on behalf of the following proposed class (“Class”): All individuals, past, present, and future,
charged with a criminal offense in San Francisco and released pretrial on EM who were or will be
required to agree to the Sheriff’s EM Program Rules for Pre-Sentenced Individuals and the EM Program
Participant Contract.

63. This action is appropriately suited for a class action pursuant to California Code of Civil
Procedure Section 382 because there exists an ascertainable and sufficiently numerous Class, a well-
defined community of interest, and substantial benefits from certification that render proceeding as a
class superior to the alternatives.

64.  Numerosity and Ascertainability. The proposed Class is ascertainable because it is
defined in terms of objective characteristics that will make ultimate determination of Class members
possible. The precise number of members in this Class is unknown but readily determinable by the
Sheriff upon review of existing records. Available information already demonstrates that the Class is
substantial. While the precise number of members can only be determined through discovery, the Sheriff
estimates that in 2018, 701 individuals participated in the pretrial EM Program; in 2019, 1,380
individuals participated in the pretrial EM Program; in 2020, 1,602 individuals participated in the
pretrial EM Program; in 2021, 1,720 individuals participated in the pretrial EM Program; and, in just the
first half of 2022, 808 individuals participated in the pretrial EM Program. Moreover, the Class includes
prospective members. Plainly, the Class is numerous, and joinder of every member would be
impracticable.

65.  Predominant Common Questions of Law and Fact. Common questions of law and fact
exist as to all members of the Class and predominate over the questions, if any, affecting only individual
members. The common questions include, but are not limited to, the following:

a. Whether the Sheriff violates Class members’ rights under the United States and
California Constitutions by blanketly and unilaterally imposing on all individuals
released pretrial on EM a four-way search condition that can be executed by any law

enforcement agency at any time and a condition whereby their detailed GPS location data
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can be shared with any law enforcement agency without a warrant at any time and in
perpetuity;

b. Whether declaratory relief that the Sheriff’s policies and practices are unconstitutional
and unlawful should be ordered by the Court; and

c. Whether injunctive relief restraining further unconstitutional and unlawful acts by the
Sheriff should be ordered by the Court and, if so, the nature of that injunctive relief.

66. Typicality. The Named Plaintiffs’ claims are typical of the claims of the members of the
Class because they all challenge the same unconstitutional conduct by SFSO, namely the
unconstitutional four-way search and data-sharing conditions as described in Program Rules 5 and 13
and the Sheriff’s data retention practices, all of which apply equally to all proposed Class members.
Relatedly, Defendants are likely to assert the same defenses against all Named Plaintiffs and proposed
Class members.

67.  Adequacy of Representation. The Named Plaintiffs will fairly and adequately represent
the interests of the members of the Class. The Named Plaintiffs have no interests separate from, or in
conflict with, those of the proposed Class they seek to represent, and they seek equitable relief on behalf
of the entire proposed Class. The Named Plaintiffs are committed to the vigorous prosecution of this
action and have retained counsel who are competent and experienced in both class actions and
constitutional litigation. Counsel have the resources, expertise, and experience to prosecute this action.

68.  Superiority of Class Mechanism. A class action is superior to other methods for the fair
and efficient adjudication of the claims asserted in this action. Were separate actions to be brought
individually by members of the Class, the resulting duplication of lawsuits would cause undue hardship
and expense to both the Court and the litigants. The prosecution of separate individual actions would
also impair the interests of the individual Named Plaintiffs and create a risk of inconsistent rulings
against Defendants, thus substantially prejudicing all litigants. Absent a class action, the Sheriff and the

City and County would almost certainly continue their wrongdoing, causing substantial injustice.
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FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION

(U.S. Constitution, Fourth Amendment, 42 U.S.C. § 1983)
Violation of the Right to Be Free from Unreasonable Searches and Seizures
(All Plaintiffs against all Defendants)

69. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of the above paragraphs as though fully
set forth herein.

70. The Sheriff’s blanket imposition of a four-way search clause on all individuals released
pretrial on EM violates Plaintiffs’ Fourth Amendment rights under the United States Constitution. See In
re York, 9 Cal. 4th 1133, 1150-51 & n.10 (1995).

71. The Sheriff’s blanket imposition of a condition purportedly authorizing indefinite
retention and sharing of GPS location data without a warrant, any degree of reasonable suspicion, or
consent, on all individuals released pretrial on EM, violates Plaintiffs’ Fourth Amendment rights under
the United States Constitution. /d.; see also Carpenter v. United States, 138 S. Ct. 2206, 2217-18
(2018).

72. Plaintiffs Block and CRI bring this action through California Code of Civil Procedure
section 526a as taxpayer plaintiffs. As alleged more fully below in paragraph 91, within the last year,
Plaintiff Block has been assessed for and paid property taxes to the County and Plaintiff CRI has been
assessed for and paid unsecured property taxes to the County. Also in the last year, Taxpayer Plaintiffs
have paid both San Francisco and California sales and use taxes, which fund the County, including the
Sheriff’s Office. As alleged more fully below in Paragraph 92, Defendant County of San Francisco
receives public funds. Taxpayer Plaintiffs contend that Defendants’ actions as described in this
Complaint violate Plaintiffs’ rights under the United States Constitution; constitute an illegal
expenditure of taxpayer funds; and constitute an abuse of discretion. Taxpayer Plaintiffs seek a judicial
declaration of rights and duties of the respective parties with respect to the instant matter.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION

(California Constitution, Art. I, § 13)
Violation of the Right to Be Free from Unreasonable Searches and Seizures
(All Plaintiffs against all Defendants)

73. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of the above paragraphs as though fully
set forth herein.
17
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74.  The Sheriff’s blanket imposition of a four-way search clause on all individuals released
pretrial on EM violates Plaintiffs’ rights under Article I, Section 13 of the California Constitution. See
York, 9 Cal. 4th at 1150-51 & n.10.

75. The Sheriff’s blanket imposition of a condition purportedly authorizing indefinite
retention and sharing of GPS location data without a warrant, any degree of reasonable suspicion, or
consent, on all individuals released pretrial on EM, violates Plaintiffs’ rights under Article I, Section 13
of the California Constitution. /d.; see also Carpenter, 138 S. Ct. at 2217-18.

76.  Plaintiffs Block and CRI bring this action through California Code of Civil Procedure
section 526a as taxpayer plaintiffs. As alleged more fully below in paragraph 91, within the last year,
Plaintiff Block has been assessed for and paid property taxes to the County and Plaintiff CRI has been
assessed for and paid unsecured property taxes to the County. Also in the last year, Taxpayer Plaintiffs
have paid both San Francisco and California sales and use taxes, which fund the County, including the
Sheriff’s Office. As alleged more fully below in Paragraph 92, Defendant County of San Francisco
receives public funds. Taxpayer Plaintiffs contend that Defendants’ actions as described in this
Complaint violate Plaintiffs’ rights under the California Constitution; constitute an illegal expenditure of
taxpayer funds; and constitute an abuse of discretion. Taxpayer Plaintiffs seek a judicial declaration of
rights and duties of the respective parties with respect to the instant matter.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION

(California Constitution, Art. I, § 1)
Violation of the Right to Privacy
(All Plaintiffs against all Defendants)

77. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of the above paragraphs as though fully
set forth herein.

78. The Sheriff’s indefinite retention of the GPS location data of all individuals released
pretrial on EM, violates Plaintiffs’ right to privacy under Article I, Section 1 of the California
Constitution. See generally Hill v. NCAA, 7 Cal. 4th 1 (1994).

79. The Sheriff’s blanket imposition of a condition purportedly authorizing sharing of GPS
location data without a warrant, any degree of reasonable suspicion, or consent, and in perpetuity, on all

individuals released pretrial on EM, violates Plaintiffs’ right to privacy under Article I, Section 1 of the
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California Constitution. See generally Hill, 7 Cal. 4th 1.

80.  Plaintiffs Block and CRI bring this action through California Code of Civil Procedure
section 526a as taxpayer plaintiffs. As alleged more fully below in paragraph 91, within the last year,
Plaintiff Block has been assessed for and paid property taxes to the County and Plaintiff CRI has been
assessed for and paid unsecured property taxes to the County. Also in the last year, Taxpayer Plaintiffs
have paid both San Francisco and California sales and use taxes, which fund the County, including the
Sheriff’s Office. As alleged more fully below in Paragraph 92, Defendant County of San Francisco
receives public funds. Taxpayer Plaintiffs contend that Defendants’ actions as described in this
Complaint violate Plaintiffs’ rights under the California Constitution; constitute an illegal expenditure of
taxpayer funds; and constitute an abuse of discretion. Taxpayer Plaintiffs seek a judicial declaration of
rights and duties of the respective parties with respect to the instant matter.

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION

(California Constitution, Art. II1, § 3)
Violation of the Separation of Powers
(All Plaintiffs against all Defendants)

81. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of the above paragraphs as though fully
set forth herein.

82. The Sheriff’s unilateral imposition of the four-way search and data retention and sharing
conditions, as described in EM Program Rules 5 and 13 and the related provisions of the Participant
Contract, on Named Plaintiffs and the Class they seek to represent, absent authorizing judicial findings
and orders, violates of the Separation of Powers under Article III, Section 3 of the California
Constitution. See People v. Cervantes, 154 Cal. App. 3d 353, 358 (1984).

83. Plaintiffs Block and CRI bring this action through California Code of Civil Procedure
section 526a as taxpayer plaintiffs. As alleged more fully below in paragraph 91, within the last year,
Plaintiff Block has been assessed for and paid property taxes to the County and Plaintiff CRI has been
assessed for and paid unsecured property taxes to the County. Also in the last year, Taxpayer Plaintiffs
have paid both San Francisco and California sales and use taxes, which fund the County, including the
Sheriff’s Office. As alleged more fully below in Paragraph 92, Defendant County of San Francisco

receives public funds. Taxpayer Plaintiffs contend that Defendants’ actions as described in this
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Complaint violate Plaintiffs’ under the California Constitution; constitute an illegal expenditure of
taxpayer funds; and constitute an abuse of discretion. Taxpayer Plaintiffs seek a judicial declaration of
rights and duties of the respective parties with respect to the instant matter.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION

(U.S. Constitution, Fourteenth Amendment, 42 U.S.C. § 1983)
Violation of the Right to Due Process of Law
(All Plaintiffs against all Defendants)

84. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of the above paragraphs as though fully
set forth herein.

85. The Sheriff’s unilateral imposition of the four-way search and data retention and sharing
conditions, as described in EM Program Rules 5 and 13 and the related provisions of the Contract, on
Named Plaintiffs and the Class they seek to represent, absent authorizing judicial findings and orders,
violates Plaintiffs’ rights to Due Process of Law under the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States
Constitution. See Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 335 (1976); United States v. Salerno, 481 U.S.
739, 746, 749-50 (1987).

86. Plaintiffs Block and CRI bring this action through California Code of Civil Procedure
section 526a as taxpayer plaintiffs. As alleged more fully below in paragraph 91, within the last year,
Plaintiff Block has been assessed for and paid property taxes to the County and Plaintiff CRI has been
assessed for and paid unsecured property taxes to the County. Also in the last year, Taxpayer Plaintiffs
have paid both San Francisco and California sales and use taxes, which fund the County, including the
Sheriff’s Office. As alleged more fully below in Paragraph 92, Defendant County of San Francisco
receives public funds. Taxpayer Plaintiffs contend that Defendants’ actions as described in this
Complaint violate Plaintiffs’ rights under the United States Constitution; constitute an illegal
expenditure of taxpayer funds; and constitute an abuse of discretion. Taxpayer Plaintiffs seek a judicial
declaration of rights and duties of the respective parties with respect to the instant matter.

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION

(California Constitution, Art. I, § 7)
Violation of the Right to Due Process of Law
(All Plaintiffs against all Defendants)

87. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of the above paragraphs as though fully
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set forth herein.

88. The Sheriff’s unilateral imposition of the four-way search and data retention and sharing
conditions, as described in EM Program Rules 5 and 13 and the related provisions of the Contract, on
Named Plaintiffs and the Class they seek to represent, absent authorizing judicial findings and orders,
violates Plaintiffs’ rights to Due Process of Law under Article I, Section 7 of the California Constitution.
See People v. Ramirez, 25 Cal. 3d 260, 267 (1979); Humphrey, 11 Cal. 5th at 156.

89.  Plaintiffs Block and CRI bring this action through California Code of Civil Procedure
section 526a as taxpayer plaintiffs. As alleged more fully below in paragraph 91 , within the last year,
Plaintiff Block has been assessed for and paid property taxes to the County and Plaintiff CRI has been
assessed for and paid unsecured property taxes to the County. Also in the last year, Taxpayer Plaintiffs
have paid both San Francisco and California sales and use taxes, which fund the County, including the
Sheriff’s Office. As alleged more fully below in Paragraph 92, Defendant County of San Francisco
receives public funds. Taxpayer Plaintiffs contend that Defendants’ actions as described in this
Complaint violate Plaintiffs’ rights under the California Constitution; constitute an illegal expenditure of
taxpayer funds; and constitute an abuse of discretion. Taxpayer Plaintiffs seek a judicial declaration of
rights and duties of the respective parties with respect to the instant matter.

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION

(Cal. Code of Civil Proc. § 526A)
Taxpayer Action to Prevent Illegal Expenditure of Funds
(Plaintiffs Diana Block and Community Resource Initiative against all Defendants)

90. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of the above paragraphs as though fully
set forth herein.

91. Code of Civil Procedure section 526a provides that a taxpayer has standing to sue to
prevent a public official from the waste or illegal expenditure of public funds. Plaintiffs Block and CRI
bring this action through California Code of Civil Procedure section 526a as taxpayer plaintiffs.
Taxpayer Plaintiffs have, within the last year, each been assessed for, and are liable to pay, on their
property, income, or other taxes in the County of San Francisco, and pay taxes to the State of California.
In particular, within the last year, Plaintiff Block has been assessed for and paid property taxes to the

County and Plaintiff CRI has been assessed for and paid unsecured property taxes to the County. Also in
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the last year, Plaintiffs Block and CRI have paid both San Francisco and California sales and use taxes,
which fund the County, including the Sheriff’s Office.

92.  Defendants receive state and county funds. Defendants’ expenditure of state and county
funds to impose and enforce EM Program Rules 5 and 13, including the related practice of indefinitely
retaining GPS location data, in violation of the United States and California Constitutions, as challenged
herein, is unlawful. Defendants have therefore unlawfully used public funds, and injured the public fisc,
and threaten to continue unlawfully using public funds and injuring the public fisc in violation of
Sections 1, 7, and 13 of Article I of the California Constitution and Section 3 of Article III of the
California Constitution as well as the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States
Constitution. Taxpayer Plaintiffs further contend that Defendants’ policies and practices constitute an
abuse of discretion and constitute an illegal expenditure of taxpayer funds.

93. Taxpayer Plaintiffs have an interest in enjoining the unlawful expenditure of tax funds.
Pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure section 526a and this Court’s equitable power, Taxpayer
Plaintiffs seek declaratory and injunctive relief to prevent continued harm and to protect Taxpayer
Plaintiffs and the public from Defendants’ unlawful policies and practices. There is an actual
controversy between Taxpayer Plaintiffs and Defendants concerning their respective rights and duties.
Taxpayer Plaintiffs seek a judicial declaration of the rights and duties of the respective parties with
respect to the instant matter.

94.  Asadirect and proximate consequence of the Sheriff expending public funds to impose
and enforce these rules in violation of the California and United States Constitutions, Taxpayer Plaintiffs
are entitled to permanent injunctive and declaratory relief, as previously alleged herein.

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION

(Cal. Code of Civil Proc. § 1060 ef seq.)
Declaratory Judgement
(All Plaintiffs against all Defendants)

95. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference the allegations of the above paragraphs as though fully
set forth herein.
96. An actual controversy has arisen and now exists between the parties relating to the legal

rights and duties of the parties as set forth above, for which Plaintiffs desire a declaration of rights and
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other relief available pursuant to the California Declaratory Judgment Act, Cal. Code of Civil Proc.
§ 1060 et seq.

97. A declaratory judgment is necessary and property in that Plaintiffs contend that
Defendants have committed and continue to commit the violations set forth above and Defendants deny
that they have done so and will continue to commit such acts.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for entry of judgment in their favor and against Defendants as
follows:

1. An order certifying the proposed Plaintiff Class together with any necessary and
appropriate sub-classes under California Code of Civil Procedure section 382;

2. An injunction enjoining Defendants, each of their agents, employees, assigns, and all
other persons acting in concert or participating with any of them from imposing the four-way search and
data-sharing conditions, as described in EM Program Rules 5 and 13 and the corresponding provisions
of the Contract, as conditions of pretrial release on EM;

3. An injunction requiring Defendants, each of their agents, employees, assigns, and all
other persons acting in concert or participating with any of them to automatically expunge all GPS
location data collected over the course of an individual’s participation in EM as soon as their criminal
case concludes, and requiring them to expunge all GPS location data still located within their position
for individuals whose criminal matters have already concluded;

4. A declaration of the rights of the parties, including but not limited to a declaration that
Rules 5 and 13 of the Sheriff’s EM Program Rules and the corresponding provisions of the Contract are
unconstitutional under Sections 1, 7, and 13 of Article I of the California Constitution and Section 3 of
Article III of the California Constitution as well as the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments of the United
States Constitution;

5. Plaintiffs’ costs of suit incurred herein, including attorneys’ fees pursuant to California
Code of Civil Procedure Section 1021.5 and 42 U.S.C. § 1988; and

6. Such other and further relief as the Court deems proper and just.
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Dated: September 8§, 2022

Respectfully submitted,

| e e

Shilpi Agarwal (SBN 270749)
sagarwal@aclunc.org

Avram D. Frey (SBN 804789)
afrey@aclunc.org

Emi Young (SBN (SBN 311238)
eyoung@aclunc.org

Hannah Kieschnick (SBN 619011)
hkieschnick@aclunc.org

AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION

FOUNDATION OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA, INC.

39 Drumm Street

San Francisco, CA 94111

Telephone: (415) 621-2493

Facsimile: (415) 255-1478

Justina Sessions (SBN 270914)
jsessions@wsgr.com

John P. Flynn (SBN 141094)
jflynn@wsgr.com

Colleen Bal (SBN 167637)
cbal@wsgr.com

Dylan G. Savage (SBN 310452)
dsavage@wsgr.com

Malavika F. Lobo (SBN 317635)
mlobo@wsgr.com

WILSON, SONSINI, GOODRICH & ROSATI

One Market Plaza

Spear Tower, Suite 3300

San Francisco, CA 94105

Telephone: (415) 947-2197

Facsimile: (415) 947-2000

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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EXHIBIT A



County of San Francisco Sheriff's Office / Superior Court
Pre-Sentenced Defendant Electronic Monitoring - Court Order

Defendant's Last Name Defendant's First Name SF Number / DOB

Court Number(S) Department # Date

By checking boxes below, the Court will indicate what supervision the San Francisco Sheriff’s Office (SFSO) will employ and the
expectations the Court has of the defendant. By signing these instructions and affixing a seal, the Court indicates that the defendant
has waived their 4th Amendment rights and understands the restrictions ordered by the Court.

Defendant will be monitored via:DGPS Only D Alcohol Monitoring Only* [:]GPS and Alcohol Monitoring*
* No consuming alcohol on alcohol monitoring

Release with coordinated pickup**:, Release to CP contingent on EM placement l:l Condition of Bail D
**Home Detention and Curfew orders will be Coordinated Pickup only.

® Defendant will adhere to the following court-ordered conditions of Pre-Trial Electronic Monitoring until the Court orders
the removal of conditions. Upon removal of conditions, all issued equipment shall be returned to SFSO.

® Al participants on pre-trial electronic monitoring shall obey all orders given by any SFSO employee(s) or contract service
provider(s) and live within 50 driving miles of the Sheriff’s Electronic Monitoring office. Participants can not travel more
than 50 driving miles from the Sheriff’s Electronic Monitoring office without prior approval of the Court.

Particpants shall report any change in residence immediately to an SFSO Community Programs employee or contract service
provider. The particpant shall operate and maintain monitoring device(s) as instructed and not tamper with, defeat or remove
monitoring device(s). Particpant shall report any arrest, citation or law enforcement contact to an SFSO Community
Programs employee within 24 hours. Particpant shall not possess or consume any controlled substance without a valid legal

prescription.
Submit to a drug test when directed to do so by a SFSO swomn employee.
Not possess any weapons.
Not consume any alcohol / marijuana

Remain confined within interior premises of residence (Home Detention) unless authorized by a SFSO sworn employee.
Approved Home Detention activities:

Curfew, remain confined within the interior premises of residence during the following hours:

Attend counseling / groups as directed.

Abide by any stay away order or other restriction not on this form. (If checked, those must be attached to this form.)

J0d0 oooo

Other

If there is a violation of any of the above court-ordered monitoring conditions, the SFSO may evaluate the violation and report
to the Court, prepare an affidavit to revoke their OR or bail status and/or place under arrest for contempt of court.

Date Judge

Cleared for EM by CP Yes No Deputy Name / Badge
p g

If not cleared, enter the reason:

Original - Court Copy - SFSD Copy - Defendant

Revised 3/2021



EXHIBIT B



San Francisco Sheriff’s Deparn!'r\ent
Electronic Monitoring (EM) Proi;ram Rules

Pre-Sentenced Participants

Name: DOB: fCourt No:

We want you to succeed in this,opportunity to-remain out of custody :during your court involvement. Please
review and indicate by initialing after each item that you understand your obligations. If you do not
follow the rules, you may be taken into cuslody by order of the court for any of the following reasons:

e Failureto follow program rules and/or regulations

e ' Failure to call or come in when instructed to either replace or retum troublesome or problematic
equipment’ : :

* Any articulable adverse behavior that prevents your successful completion of the program

Program Rules-Participant to review and initial each requirement

I shall obey all orders given:by any sworn employee or EM emploﬁee.
2. | shall obey all laws.

3. I shall notify an SFSD sworn employee of any arrest, citation or peace officer contact no later than the
day after it ocours.

| shall immediately notify an SFSD sworn employee of any changei in address or phone number_____

5. I'shall submit to a search of my person, résidencé, automobile or property by any peace officer at any
time.

6. If l- am court ordered to enroll for alcohol monitoring, via a urine sample and/or breath alcohol test, | will
do so as instructed by sworn SFSD or EM staff. ____ '

7. | shall not possess any illegal weapons or drugs. If | am enrolled in alcohol monitoring, | will not possess

any alcohol. .

8. | shall not tamper with, remove or cause the equipment to malfunction, Any of these acts is ¢onsidered as
an overt attempt to avoid monitoring or detection. Violation of this fule may result in a court order for my
return to secure custody and filing of additional criminal charges.

9. | am responsible for all issued equipment. .
a. | may be criminally charged with theft for failure to return ‘any;issued equipment.
b. I may be criminally ch.arged with vandalism for damage to any issued equipment.

10. All participants must live within 50 miles of the San Francisco Sheriff's Department Community Programs
office located at 70 Oak Grove Street, San Francisco, CA. Absent permission by SFSD | shall not travel
farther than 50 miles from 70 Oak Grove Street, San Francisco, CA. _____

11.1am fesponsible to keep the device c'hérged. Failure to do so is a violation the program.

12. | shall call in and report as c:lirected to the office loc'ated' at 70 Oak Grove Street, Sah Francisco, CA.
Failure to do so is a violation of the program.

EM.Ofﬂcegpﬁone Number: 415-575-6461 — 24 HOURS A DAY _
Location: 70 Oak Grove, San Francisco, CA, 94103 — 24 HOURS A DAY

Number: SF-F-5 ‘ Issue Date: 11.18.19 Location: Operations SharePaint Tab | SF
Revision No: 2.0 _ Revision Date: 09.18.20 ! . Page 1 of 2




Name: DOB: Court No:

13.
14.

San Francisco Sheriff’'s Depart;ment
Electronic Monitoring (EM) Prqgram Rules
Pre-Sentenced Participants

‘Program Rules continued - Participant to review and initial each requirement

| acknowledge that my EM data may be shared with other criminal justice partners

| agree to respond to all telephone calls from the Sheriff's Department and/or the Electronic Monitoring
Program.

The Following Home Detention/Curfew Considerations do not apply to participants who are

15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

on EM Tracking only
| must remain wnlhm the interior premises of my residence during designated curfew hours.
| may engage in only pre-approved activities per the court order.
| am granted 2.5 hours per week of errand time to attend personal needs such as church services or

grocery shopping. After one successful month of compllance, | will be granted four haurs per week at a
consistent time (to be scheduled before 9pm).

I may attend counseling, 12-step rheetings and programmatic groups if they are scheduled and verified.
This may not exceed eight hours perweek, _____ _

I must request any change in schedule 48 hours in advance. Request for schedule chariges can only be
made by phone Monday through Friday from 10:00 am to 5:00 pm. This includes court and medical

.appointments. _

Any approved days spent out of zone will not be counted towards any calculation of credit for time served
by the court. __

A hearing may be convened for three incidents of non-compliance that may result in a court ordered
return to custody.

An affidavit for return to custody will be submitted to the court and may result in & warrant for one incident

of serious non-compliance.

I have read and initialed each item to indicate uhderstanding. [ agree to comply with these rules and

conditions of the SFSD Electronic Monitoring Program.

Participant Signature: X Date:
Sworn Staff Name: Star:
Sworn Staff Signature; Date:

EM Office Phone Number: 415-575-6461 — 24 HOURS A DAY
Location: 70 Oak Grove, San Francisco, CA, 94103 — 24 HOURS A DAY

Number: SF-F-5 Issue Date; 11.18.19 Locatlon: Operations SharePoint Tab | sF
Revislon No: 2.0 Revlsion Date: 09,18.20 Page 2 of 2



EXHIBIT C



Today’s Date / Fecha

SSENTINEL

PARTICIPANT CLIENT INFORMATION/Informacién del Cliente

***Please complete and bring in to your scheduled appointment with Sentinel.

***Por favor llene cl formulario y traiga con usted a su cita con Sentinel,

**do not leave a space blank**

**no deje ningun espacio vacig**

GENERAL

PARTICIPANT NAME/Nombre: *

SOCIAL SECURITY NO/Seguro Social:

HOME ADDRESS/Domicilio:

DATE OF BIRTH/Fccha de Nacimiento:

CITY, ZIP CODE/Ciudad, Codigo Postal:

GENDER/Género:

COUNTY/Condado:

HEIGHT/WEIGHT/Estatura/Peso:

PHONE # (HOME)/Ntunero de (eléfono;

PHONE # (CELL)/Nimero celular:

TYPE OF IDENTIFICATION/ Tipo de identificacion:

ID #/STATE/Ntimero de licencia:

i

E-Mail Address/Correo electronico:

# OF DEPENDANTS/Niimero de dependicntes:

YEARS OF SCHOOL/Afos do escucla:

“SPOUSE NAME/ L

del C6

VEHICLE LICENSE PLATE #

MARITAL STATUS/Eslado Civil:

RACE/Raza:

HAIR COLOR/Color de cabello:

EYE COLOR/Color de ojos:

NAME OF ROOMMATE (if applicable):

ROOMMATE'S PHONE NUMBER:

EMERGENCY CONTACT(S)

NAME/Nombre:

**Who do not live with Yow/Que no vivan con usted**

Contactos de emergencia

NAME/Nombre:

ADDRESS/Domicilio;

ADDRESS/Domicilio:

PHONE/Teléfono;

PHONE/T¢cléfono:

RELATION/Parentesco:

RELATION/Parentesco:

L

EMPLOVYMENT INFORMATION

ARE YOU EMPLOY ED/Esta ciipleado;

Informacién de Empleo

ARE YOU SELF-EMPLOYED/Tmbnja por su cuenta:

EMPLOYER PHONE #/Numero de empleo:

OCCUPATION/TITLEIOcnpacién:

EMPLOYER NAME/Nombre de la compaiifa:

EMPLOYER ADDRESS/Domicilio de la compaiila:

IS YOUR SUPERVISOR AWARE OF PROGRA

Su supervisor sabe de su patticipacion en este programa?

1
M PARTICIPATION?

SUPERVISOR NAME/Nombre de su supcrvis‘or:

EMPLOYMENT START DATE/Fecha de inicio:

Document No: OPs-F-1,
Revision No: 2.0

Issue Date: 09.12.17  Loc
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SSENTINEL

SAN FRANCISCO SHERIFF’S DEPT. ELECTRONIC MONITORING PROGRAM
PARTICIPANT CONTRACT: PRE-SENTENCED INDIVIDUALS

INTRODUCTION

You have been placed in the Electronic Monitoring Program (EMP) as an alternative to incarceration.
Based on the monitoring equipment you are issued, this program uses technology to alert a cen;tral
monitoring station each time you leave and enter your home (GPS based monitoring), track your
movements in the community (GPS), or test positively for the consumption of alcohol (Breath Al;cohol
Testing or Transdermal Alcohol Testing). The monitoring system will also report equipment tampering, low
battery alarms, power outages that impact equipment recharging, and loss of telecommunicatioﬁn service
that impacts equipment reporting capabilities. .

Upon enroliment, the required equipment will be installed or issued to you. This equipment can?only be
removed or returned after you complete the program, unless otherwise directed by the Court or the
Sheriff’s Department. ‘ . |

The Court decides your level of supervision. If your supervision includes Home Detention while on the
monitoring program, you are required to remain inside your home excjep,t for activities authorized by the
Court. An alert will be sent to the Sheriff's Department for any violation as set by the Court; and/or the
attached Program Rules. : 1

PROGRAM EQUIPMENT ’

Any monitoring, tracking, or testing equipment issued to you is the property of Sentinel Offender Services,
LLC ("Sentinel"). It is your responsibility to prevent damage to or loss of all issued equipment. Your failure
to return such equipment, upon request by Sentinel and/or the San Francisco Sheriff’s Department may
result in the filing of additional criminal charges against you.

PROGRAM SCHEDULE '

. |
At the time of enrollment, Sheriff's staff will establish a daily activity schedule based on your permitted
activities such as employment, counseling, drug or alcohol gbuse treatment and any other permitted
activities. ‘ l

The Court may establish a curfew based on your work schedule and other permitted activities. Ali requests
for schedule changes must be handled by the program administrator or designated staff. Reques{s for
schedule changes can only be made by phone Monday through Friday from 10:00 am to 5:00 pm lt—md only if
made 48 hours in advance. It is your responsibility to plan your approved activities in advance so that last
minute schedule changes do not occur.

Participant’s Initials

z |
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SSENTINEL

SAN FRANCISCO SHERIFF’S DEPT. ELECTRONIC MONITORING PROGRAM
PARTICIPANT CONTRACT: PRE-SENTENCED INDIVIDUALS

DRIVING PRIVILEGES

If you are driving a vehicle while on the program, you will be required to provide a valid driver’s license at

the time of your enroliment in the program. A participant whose license has been suspended or revoked
shall not operate a motor vehicle.

NOTIFICI'ATIONS
i .
Inthe event of a medical emergency, it is your responsibility to notify the San Francisco Sheriff's Department
after hours by calling 415-575-6461 or Sentinel during business hours at 650-449-9004. You will be
responsible for providing written proof of the emergency to the program administrator the following

business day, no later than 3 p.m. You will remain in violation of the program rules until proof of any time
away is received. ]

PARTICIPANT/AGREEMENT

1. I'acknowledge that | am voluntarily enrolling in the Electronic Monitoring Program. | understand that
the services provided by Sentinel are subject to technical issues or environmental situations out of the
control of Sentinel that may impact the performgnce of any of the monitoring equipment. This may
compromise the effective monitoring ordered by the SFSD to include court ordered obligations resulting
in my removal from the program and/or remand into custody. These include:

(a) Loss of telecommunication network service

(b) Loss of local electrical service that impacts the ability to recharge the
monitoring equipment

(c) Equipment damage that affect§ ?ts performance t

(d) Failure of the participant to reclha rge the monitoring equipment; and

(e) Any unforeseen situation that prevents the equipment or monitoring service
from effectively operating (coIlci-:@:tively the "Outside Factors"),

2. lacknowledge that Sentinel warrants that its servi'c;es under this Agreement will materially conform as
described above, but Sentinel does not warrant that the services will be available on a specified date or
time or that the services will function on an erro:r-free basis. At any given time, the equipment or
software used in connection with this Agreement may malfunction and failures in the services may occur
from time to time. Sentinel is not responsible for (9) outside factors, or (b) any claim arising out of uses
of the monitoring equipment not in accordance witI? the applicable instructions for use and labeling.

SENTINEL EXPRESSLY DlSCLAIMS ALL OTHER WI}RRANTIES, EXPRESS OR lMPLlED, STATUTORY OR
OTHERWISE, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED 'ﬁO, WARRANTIES OF MERCHANT ABIUTY, NON-
INFRINGEMENT AND FITNESS FOR PARTICULAR PUF‘POSE.

I
Participant’s Initials ‘

| | ‘ :
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' SSENTINEL

<

10.

SAN FRANCISCO SHERIFF’S DEPT. ELECTRONIC NI'ONITOR'ING PROGRAM
PARTICIPANT CONTRACT: PRE-SENTENCED INDIVIDUALS

| acknowledge that Sentinel's total aggregate liability under this Agreement shall not exceed the
aggregate fees or other amounts paid by you to Sentinel for products and/or services pursuant hereto.
| further acknowledge that Sentinel would not be able to provide monitoring services or would not be
able to provide monitoring services to you at an affordable price without this limitation.

I ACKNOWLEDGE THAT TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PERMITTED BY APPLICABLE LAW, IN NO EVENT
SHALL SENTINEL, OR ITS MEMBERS, DIRECTORS, OFFICERS, AGENTS, STAFF, OR EMPLOYEES, BE LIABLE
FOR ANY SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, DIRECTOR, OR CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES WHATSOEVER (INCLUDING
WITHOUT LIMITATION) DAMAGES FOR LOSS OF PROFITS OR CONFIDENTIAL OR OTHER INFORMATION,
BUSINESS INTERRUPTION, PERSONAL INJURY, LOSS OF PRIVACY, YOUR INCARCERATION OR ARREST,
FAILURE TO MEET ANY DUTY (INCLUDING THOSE OF GOOD FAITH OR OF REASONABLE CARE,
NEGLIGENCE, OR ANY OTHER MONETARY OR OTHER LAWS WHATSOEVER) ARISING OUT OF OR'IN ANY
WAY RELATED TO THE SERVICE PROVIDED BY SENTINEL EVEN IF THE EXCLUSIVE REMEDIES ‘STATED
HEREIN FAIL OF THEIR ESSENTIAL PURPOSE. o

I agree to the use of electronic monitoring or supervising devices for the purpose of verifying my
compliance with the rules and regulations of the program. The devices shall not be used to eavesdrop
or record any other conversation, except those between me and the National Monitoring Center
personnel, which is required to record all telephone interaction with program participants,

I agree to respond to all telephone calls from the Sheriff’s Department and/or the Electronic Monitoring

Program,

| agree to attend scheduled court appearances, if required.

[ acknowledge that in court, | knowingly waived my 4% Amendment rights and agree to submit my

person, property, place of residence and /or personal effects to search at my time, with or without 3
warrant and with or without probablecause. '

| acknowle.dge that my electroni_c monitoring data may be shared with other criminal justice bartners.

If I am on home detention, | understand that if 1 am returned to custody for any reason, | may not be
entitled to receive Credit for Time Served (CTS) equivalent to the period that | am no longer monitored
because of my action/s or inaction/s. :

Participant’s Initials
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SSENTINEL

SAN FRANCISCO SHERIFF’S DEPT. ELECTRONIC MONITORING PROGRAM
PARTICIPANT CONTRACT: PRE-SENTENCED INDIVIDUALS

ATTESTATION

I have been advised that my participation in the Electronic Monitoring Program (EMP) is voluntary and
that, if | prefer, | may stay in custody at a jail facility. These program guidelines have been explained to me
and a copy given to me. | agree to comply with all program rules and_regulations, mandated by the Court
and the SFSD. | further understand that failure to follow program guidelines may result in my immediate
return to custody,

I'have read and received a copy of the aforementioned rules and regulations and agree to comply with
the terms and conditions of the Electronic Monitoring Program.

Today | was issued device with serial number #:

Participant Name (Print)

Participant Signature Date

sentinel Representative (Print)

Sentinel Representative Signature Date

Sentinel Phone Number: 650-449-9004 SFSD Phone Number: 415.575-6461

Participant’s Initials

Document No: SF-F-4 Issue Date: 11.18.19
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- SSENTINEL

SAN FRANCISCO SHERIFF’S DEPT. ELECTRONIC MONITORING PROGRAM
PARTICIPANT CONTRACT: PRE-SENTENCED INDIVIDUALS

CURFEWS, PERMITTED ACTIVITIES & STAY AWAYS

Name:

Curfew schedule (if applicable):;

DAY SUNDAY | MONDAY | TUESDAY WEDNESDAY | THURSDAY | FRIDAY SATURDAY

TIME
TIME
TIME

TIME -

NOTE: You are not entitled to receive Credit for Time Served (CTS) unless you are under mandatory court-
imposed curfew, while you are enrolled in the Electronic Monitoring Program.

Approved activities (if applicable):

ACTIVITY / TIME SUNDAY | MONDAY TUESDAY | WEDNESDAY THURSDAY | FRIDAY SATURDAY

Stay away orders (if applicable):

Participant’s Initials

‘*m—

Doc.Ufnent No: SF-F-4 Issue Dale: 11.18.19 Location: Operations SharePoint Tap | sF
Revision No: 2.0 Revision Date: 09.18.20 Page 5 of 5







EXHIBIT D
















































































































































EXHIBIT E



San Francisco Sheriff's Department Community Programs
415.575-6461 SHF-CommunityPrograms@sfgov.org

ELECTRONIC MONITORING LOCATION REQUEST

To be filled out by the requesting party and emailed to SHF-CommunityPrograms@sfqgov.org

Date of Request:

Name and Title: Star # (if applicable):

Email: Agency:

D | am requesting this information as part of a current criminal investigation and sent to me via the

following email:

Signature:

D Request for an individuals’ location information during date and time listed below

Participant’s Name:

Participant’s SF Number:

D Request for the location of anyone on GPS tracking (within 300 yards) during the date and
time listed below

Street Address/City:

Cross Street:

DATE Search Range: From: To:

TIME Search Range: From: To:

3k 3k 3k 3k 3k 3k 3k 3k 3k %k %k %k %k %k %k >k 3k 3k >k >k >k >k 3k 3k 3k 3k %k 3%k %k %k %k %k >k %k >k >k 3k 3k >k 3k 3k 3k 3k 3k 3%k %k %k %k %k %k %k >k >k >k >k 3k 3k 3k 3k 3k 3k 3k 3k 3%k %k %k %k %k %k %k >k >k %k >k 3k 3k 3k 3% 3% % 3%k 3% %k %k %k %k %k *k k %k

For Sheriff’s Department Use Only

Approved by WC: Date and Time:

Information Provided to Requestor by: Date and Time:

1  information was returned to requestor under separate cover

D No information is available on the individual or area

Post Order 02-10
Updated 11.18.19
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ACLU

AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION
FOUNDATION

Northern
California

June 24, 2022

Via U.S. Mail and Electronic Mail

Sheriff Paul Miyamoto

San Francisco Sheriff’s Office
1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Unconstitutional pre-trial electronic monitoring conditions
Dear Sheriff Miyamoto:

We write on behalf of the American Civil Liberties Union Foundation of Northern
California as well as a putative class of individuals released on the San Francisco Sherift’s
pretrial electronic monitoring program (“EM”). The Sheriff imposes additional conditions on all
individuals released by the Superior Court on EM in violation of their constitutional rights. In
particular, the Sheriff’s blanket imposition of Rules 5 and 13 of the Sheriff’s “Electronic
Monitoring Program Rules” violates the Fourth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, Article I,
Section 1 of the California Constitution, and the Separation of Powers requirements of both
Constitutions.

We demand that you immediately desist from imposing Rules 5 and 13, and provide
notice of same, both prospectively and retroactively, in all cases in which individuals are
released on pretrial EM. If you do not take these actions within 30 days of the date of this letter,
we intend to sue to vindicate our rights as well as those of the putative class.

Rules 5 and 13 reflect sweeping intrusions into the privacy of all persons released on EM.
Rule 5 requires those released on EM pretrial to “submit to a search of [their] person, residence,
automobile or property by any peace officer at any time.” This highly intrusive condition is
commonly known as a “four-way” search. Rule 13 requires acknowledgement that “EM data
may be shared with other criminal justice partners.” The absence of any temporal, geographic, or
subject matter limitations, combined with the lack of any expungement policy, means that EM
data—sometimes covering a span of years—may be retained and shared in perpetuity with
virtually any law enforcement authority that operates in this region.

Each of these rules reflects an enormous encroachment upon privacy interests recognized
by both the United States and California Supreme Courts. See, e.g. California v. Ciraolo, 476
U.S. 207,212 (1986) (“home” is “where privacy expectations are most heightened”); People v.
Camacho, 23 Cal.4th 824, 837 (2000) (“The Framers’ interest that we remain secure from
government intrusion in our homes was a paramount concern.”); Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1, 9



Letter re: Unconstitutional pre-trial electronic monitoring conditions
Page 2 of 2

(1968) (““No right is held more sacred, or is more carefully guarded . . . than the right of every
individual to the possession and control of his own person, free from all restraint or
interference[.]’”) (citation omitted); Carpenter v. United States, 138 S. Ct. 2206, 2217-18 (time-
stamped location data is constitutionally protected because it “provides an intimate window into
a person’s life, revealing not only his particular movements, but through them his ‘familial,
political, professional, religious, and sexual associations’”’) (citation omitted).

The Sheriff imposes these rules unilaterally and coercively in every case. The Superior
Court’s form order for release on EM pretrial, titled “County of San Francisco Sheriff’s
Department / Superior Court Pre-Sentenced Defendant Electronic Monitoring — Court Order,”
offers no language or court-ordered condition that could be construed to authorize Rules 5 or 13
or their attendant liberty intrusions. Nonetheless, the Sheriff compels every person ordered
released on EM to agree to its Electronic Monitoring Program Rules in order to obtain release—
an agreement compelled under threat of unlawful detention that vitiates any purported waiver.
See Schneckloth v. Bustamonte, 412 U.S. 218, 225 (1973) (government bears the burden of
proving consent to search is “the product of an essentially free and unconstrained choice”);
Burrows v. Sup. Ct., 13 Cal.3d 238, 251 (1974) (“The rule is clearly established that consent
induced by an illegal search or arrest is not voluntary, and that if the accused consents
immediately following an illegal entry or search, his assent is not voluntary because it is
inseparable from the unlawful conduct of the officers.”).

The Sheriff’s compulsory imposition of Rules 5 and 13 in every case violates the
constitutional rights of those released on EM pretrial. Under the Fourth Amendment, intrusions
on legitimate privacy interests in the pretrial release context may be imposed only by the
Superior Court upon an individualized determination of need. /n re York, 9 Cal.4th 1133, 1150-
51, 1151 n.10 (1995). The Sheriff’s usurping of this fundamentally judicial function violates the
Separation of Powers Doctrine. See, e.g., People v. Cervantes, 154 Cal.App.3d 353, 358 (1984);
United v. Stephens, 424 F.3d 876, 880, 880 n.2 (9th Cir. 2005). And because the Sheriff’s
blanket imposition of these rules necessarily foregoes any individualized determination, under
Article I, Section 1, the Sheriff has no justification for the resulting infringement on legitimate
privacy interests. Hill v. Nat. Coll. Athletic Assn., 7 Cal.4th 1, 3940 (1994).

In light of the foregoing, we urge you to take immediate action to bring the Sheriff’s EM
pretrial release program into compliance with law. In the event you do not, as mentioned, we are
prepared to file suit in court to seek injunctive relief.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this pressing matter. If you have any
questions, please feel free to contact me at the email address below.

Sincerely,

Shilpi Agarwal

Legal Director

ACLU of Northern California
sagarwal@aclunc.org
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OFFICE OF THE SHERIFF ’@,@

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO "l ) T

N
ANQ\%Q*, -~

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE Py

RooM 456, CITY HALL . Em@i
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102 Y
PAUL MIYAMOTO
SHERIFF
July 6, 2022
Reference: CLC 2022-027
TO: SHILPI AGARWAL, Legal Director, ACLU of Northern California
FROM: MARGARET W. BAUMGARTNER

Chief Legal Counsel

RE: ACLU Cease and Desist Letter

Dear Ms. Agarwal:

Sheriff Paul Miyamoto forwarded your June 24, 2022, letter regarding searches
of persons on pre-trial electronic monitoring to me for response. In your letter, you
assert that the Sheriff’s office “imposes” search conditions on electronic monitoring
clients through what you refer to as Rules 5 and 13. That is not the case. The Court
requires as a condition of the electronic monitoring placement that the client waive
Fourth Amendment rights. The Court requires this waiver in every case. The Court’s
form specifically informs a person agreeing to electronic monitoring that a Fourth
Amendment waiver is a condition of being placed into the program. Thus, it is the
Court, not the Sheriff's Office that “imposes” the waiver.

As you are undoubtedly aware, an individual can waive Fourth Amendment
rights. Much like with a person placed on probation, a Fourth Amendment waiver grants
law enforcement the right to detain and search a person, and the person’s home,
vehicle, residence and property. In the case of electronic monitoring, it also means the
person waives the right to privacy as it relates to the person’s location.

California Penal Code Section 1203.018 provides for sharing of electronic
monitoring data upon the request of a law enforcement agency. Although this section is
not directly applicable in San Francisco as the Sheriff’'s Office is acting under the
authority of a Court order, and not pursuant to a Board of Supervisor’'s approved
program, it shows that a person on electronic monitoring, who has waived Fourth
Amendment rights, can reasonably expect that the data will be shared with a local law
enforcement agency upon the agency’s request.

Phone: 415 554-7225 Fax: 415 554-7050
Website: sfsheriff.com Email: sheriff@sfgov.org



The SFSO uses the form you reference in regard to Rules 5 and 13 to explain to
clients how the client’s waiver affects the client’s rights. Its purpose is to provide
additional information to the client, to increase the opportunities for the client to
successfully complete the program.

Sincerely,

N

MARGARET W. BAUMGARTNER
Chief Legal Counsel

cc: Sheriff Paul Miyamoto

Phone: 415 554-7225 Fax: 415 554-7050
Website: sfsheriff.com Email: sheriff@sfgov.org
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