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MITCHELL CELAYA, KAREN ALBERTS,

WILLIAM KASISKE, WADE MACADAM and
TIMOTHY J. ZUNIGA

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

LONG HAUL, INC., and EAST BAY Case No. 3:09-cv-0168 JSW
PRISONER SUPPORT,
DEFENDANT WILLIAM KASISKE’S
Plaintiffs, RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFFS’

REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION
V.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,;
MITCHELL CELAYA; KAREN
ALBERTS; WILLIAM KASISKE; WADE
MACADAM; TIMOTHY J. ZUNIGA,
MIKE HART; LISA SHAFFER; AND
DOES 1-25,

Defendants.

PROPOUNDING PARTY: Plaintiffs LONG HAUL, INC. and EAST BAY PRISONER
SUPPORT

RESPONDING PARTY: Defendant WILLIAM KASISKE

SET NUMBER: ONE
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Subject to and without waiving the foregoing general and specific objections,
Kasiske responds as follows: Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 34:

Admit that the search warrant purported to authorize a search for unspecified
“evidence’.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 34:

Kasiske objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous as

n i m

to the terms and phrase “purported,” “authorize,” and “unspecified ‘evidence.” Kasiske
further objects to this request to the extent that it assumes facts not in evidence.
Kasiske further objects to this request on the ground that it seeks information equally
available to the requesting party. Kasiske further objects to this request to the extent
that it calls for a legal conclusion. Kasiske further objects to this request to the extent
that it seeks information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege and/or
the attorney work-product doctrine.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing general and specific objections,
Kasiske responds as follows: Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 35:

Admit that defendants or their agénts made copies of Plaintiffs’ data following the
raid.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 35:

Kasiske objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous as
the term “Defendants™ and understands that term to refer specifically to defendants
Mitchell Celaya, Karen Alberts, William Kasiske, Wade MacAdam and Timothy J. Zuniga
(collectively, “‘University Defendants”). Kasiske further objects to this request on the
grounds that it is vague and ambiguous as to the terms “agents,” “copies,” and “data.”
Kasiske further objects to this request to the extent that it assumes facts not in evidence.
Kasiske further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for a legal conclusion.

Kasiske further objects to this request on the ground that it is compound. Kasiske further
-19 - CASE NO. 3:09-cv-0168 JSW

DEFENDANT WILLIAM KASISKE'S RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFFS' REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION
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objects to this request on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.
Kasiske further objects to this request on the ground that it is argumentative, prejudicial,
and misleading as to the use of the term “raid.” Kasiske further objects to this request to
the extent it seeks information protected from d isCIosﬁre by the attorney-client privilege
and/or the attorney work-product doctrine.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing general and specific objections,
Kasiske responds as follows: Kasiske admits that the University of California Berkeley
Police Department made copies of the hard drives and a flashdrive that were seized
from the Long Haul premises.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 36:

Admit that defendants or their agents have retained copies of Plaintiffs’ data taken
during the raid.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 36:

Kasiske objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous as

the term “Defendants’™ and understands that term to refer specifically to defendants
Mitchell Celaya, Karen Alberts, William Kasiske, Wade MacAdam and Timothy J. Zuniga

(collectively, “University Defendants”). Kasiske further objects to this request on the

N moa

grounds that it is vague and ambiguous as to the terms “agents,” “retained,” “copies,”
“data, and “taken.” Kasiske further objects to this request to the extent thgt it assumes
facts not in evidence. Kasiske further objects to this request to the extent kthat it calls for
a legal conclusion. Kasiske further objecté to this request on the ground that it is
compound. Kasiske further objects to this request on the ground that it is overbroad and
unduly burdensome. Kasiske further objects to this request on the ground that it is
argumentative, prejudicial, and misleading as to the use of the term “raid.” Kasiske
further objects to this request to the extent it seeks information protected from disclosure
by the attorney-client privilege and/or the attorney work-product doctrine.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing general and specific objections,

Kasiske responds as follows: Kasiske admits that the University of California Berkeley
- 20 - CASE NO. 3:09-cv-0168 JSW
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION

LONG HAUL, INC., and EAST
BAY PRISONER SUPPORT,

Plaintiffs,
Vs.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA;
MIGUEL CELAYA; KAREN
ALBERTS; WILLIAM KASISKE;
WADE MacADAM; TIMOTHY
ZUNIGA; MIKE HART; LISA
SHAFFER,

Defendants.
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0. What function does the -- the Lab serve?

A. We process computer forensic evidence for
law enforcement in the Bay Area.

Q. And what do you mean by the term

"process"?

A. We conduct examinations of digital
evidence.
Q. What is the relationship between the Lab

and the FBI?

MR. LEE: Objection. Vague.
"Relationship." The notice said "affiliation".

Can you try to clarify what it is you are
asking.

BY MR. ZIMMERMAN:
0. Is the Lab an arm of the FBI?

MR. LEE: Same objections.

THE WITNESS: The Lab is affiliated with
the FBI in that the FBI funds -- is its primary
funding source, and we generally follow FBI
principles and protocols as they relate to computer
forensic material.

BY MR. ZIMMERMAN:
Q. What do you mean by generally follow FBI
protocols in that respect?

A. The FBI --
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MR. LEE: I will just object. 1It's
irrelevant.

THE WITNESS: The FBI provides the
foundation for the processes with which we would

use, provides the training for our people.

BY MR. ZIMMERMAN:

Q. Are employees at the Lab employed by the
FBI?

A. Not all of them.

0. So some employees at the Lab are employed
by the FBI?

A. Yes.

Q. Step back a little bit, try to get a
slightly bigger picture. Who -- who is -- who
staffs the Lab? Let's start with how many people
are staffed at the Lab?

A. Today?

Q. As of right now.

A. We have six FBI forensic examiners that

are full time. We have an administrative specialist
who is employed by the FBI. I am employed by the
FBI. And we currently have eight law enforcement
officers from different police departments around
the area. And if you like, I can list them out for

you.
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20
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ambiguous as the term “you,” and understands that term to refer specifically and solely
to Defendant Wade MacAdam. MacAdam further objects to this interrogatory to the
extent it seeks information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege and
the attorney work-product doctrine. MacAdam further objects to this interrogatory on the
ground and to the extent it assumes facts that are not in evidence.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing general and specific objections,
MacAdam responds as follows:

MacAdam responds that he was not aware that EBPS publishes a newsletter until
after the filing and service of this lawsuit.

INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

Identify all facts relating to or regarding when you first ascertained that Slingshot
publishes a newspaper.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

MacAdam objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague and
ambiguous as the term “you,” and understands that term to refer specifically and solely
to Defendant Wade MacAdam. MacAdam further objects to this interrogatory to the
extent it seeks information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege and
the attorney work-product doctrine. MacAdam further objects to this interrogatory on the
ground and to the extent it assumes facts that are not in evidence.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing general and specific objections,
MacAdam responds as follows:

MacAdam responds that he was aware prior to the execution of the search
warrant that Slingshot was the name of a publication. He was not aware whether
Slingshot published a newspaper. He was not aware of the organization which
published “Slingshot.” MacAdam further responds that he was not aware that Slingshot
publishes a newspaper until after the filing and service of this lawsuit.
INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

Identify all facts that support, contradict, or relate to your contention that you had

-15- CASE NO. 3:09-CV-0168 JSW

DEFENDANT WADE MACADAM'S RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFFS' FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES




Case3:09-cv-00168-JSW Documentl06-6 Filed01/31/11 Pagel5 of 19

EXHIBIT 23



SCHIFE HARDIN

PN

o O O N O O A~ WwN

28

LLP

ATTORKEYS AY Law

SAN PRANCINGS

Case3:09-cv-00168-JSW Document106-6

SCHIFF HARDIN LLP

WILLIAM J. CARROLL (CSB #118106)
wcarroli@schiffhardin.com

SARAH D. YOUNGBLOOD (CSB #244304)
syoungblood@schiffhardin.com

One Market, Spear Street Tower
Thirty-Second Floor

San Francisco, CA 94105

Telephone: (415) 901-8700

Facsimile:  (415) 901-8701

SARA L. ELLIS (ILSB #6224868)
sellis@schiffhardin.com

233 South Wacker Drive

Suite 6600

Chicago, IL 60606

Telephone (312) 258-5800
Facsimile  (312) 258-5600

Attorneys for Defendants

MITCHELL CELAYA, KAREN ALBERTS,
WILLIAM KASISKE, WADE MACADAM and
TIMOTHY J. ZUNIGA

UNITED STATES
NORTHERN DISTRI

LONG HAUL, INC., and EAST BAY
PRISONER SUPPORT,

Plaintiffs,
V.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
MITCHELL CELAYA; KAREN
ALBERTS; WILLIAM KASISKE; WADE
MACADAM; TIMOTHY J. ZUNIGA,;
MIKE HART; LISA SHAFFER; AND
DOES 1-25,

Defendants.

-1

Filed01/31/11 Pagel6 of 19

DISTRICT COURT
CT OF CALIFORNIA

Case No. 3:09-cv-0168 JSW

DEFENDANT KAREN ALBERTS’
RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFFS’ FIRST SET
OF INTERROGATORIES

CASE NO. 3:09-Cv-0168 JSW

DEFENDANT KAREN ALBERTS’ RESPONSE TO

PLAINTIFFS' FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES




SCHIFF TLARDIN

ATTORNLYS AT L A

San FRaNCGSCo

© 0 ~N O O A W PP =

N N N NN NN N @@ a2 a @ A =2 = o a3 -
~N O S W 2,20 O NN DY R, WN - O

28

LLPY

5

Case3:09-cv-00168-JSW Documentl06-6 Filed01/31/11 Pagel7 of 19

UC-Berkeley faculty member's home and was monitored entering the Long Haul
premises after the home demonstration.
INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

ldentify all items, including photographs, originally located in the Slingshot office
that each member of the raid team, including you, observed or handled in connection
with or after the raid.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

Alberts objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous
as the term “you,” and understands that term to refer specifically and solely to Defendant
Karen Alberts. Alberts further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague
and ambiguous as to the terms “handled” and “items.” Alberts further objects to this
interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, and overbroad as to plaintiffs’
definition of “raid team.” Alberts further objects to this interrogatory as plaintiffs’
definition of “Slingshot office” assumes facts not in evidence. Alberts further objects to
this interrogatory to the extent it is overbroad and unduly burdensome. Alberts further
objects to this interrogatory to the extent it seeks information protected from disclosure
by the attorney-client privilege and the attorney work-product doctrine Alberts further
objects to this interrogatory on the ground and to the extent it assumes facts that are not
in evidence. Alberts further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it is argumentative,
prejudicial, and misleading as to the use of the term “raid.”

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing general and specific objections,
Alberts responds as follows:

Alberts responds that she was not aware of a “Slingshot office” at any time during
the execution of the search warrant. She further responds she did not handle any items,
including photographs, taken from the upstairs office or “Slingshot office” in connection
with or after the execution of the search warrant. Alberts further responds that she
observed Slingshot publications in the upstairs office or “Slingshot office” during the

execution of the search warrant. Alberts further responds that she is aware that Zuniga

-12 - CASE NO. 3:09-CV-0168 JSW
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handled photographs located in the upstairs office or Slingshot office during the
execution of the search warrant but is not aware of what other members of the search
warrant team observed or handled from the “Slingshot office” either in connection with or
after the execution of the search warrant.
INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

|dentify all dates on which you visited or examined the Long Haul premises before
the date of the raid and the reason for each such visit or examination.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

Alberts objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous
as the term “you,” and understands that term to refer specifically and solely to Defendant

Karen Alberts. Alberts further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague

o ” K

and ambiguous as to the terms “visited,” “visit,” “examined,” and “examination.” Alberts
further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.
Alberts further objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information that is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Alberts further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is compound.
Alberts further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it is argumentative, prejudicial,
and misleading as to the use of the term “raid.”

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing general and specific objections,
Alberts responds as follows:

Alberts responds that she did not visit or examine the Long Haul premises before
August 27, 2008. Alberts further responds that as part of a criminal investigation, she
did surveillance on the Long Haul premises during a fundraiser by the animal rights
group, StopCalVivisection. Alberts did not enter the Long Haul premises, but rather,
observed the individuals enter the Long Haul premises to attend the fundraiser. Alberts
further responds that as part of a criminal investigation, she followed an individual,

known to be an animal rights activist, after a demonstration at a UC-Berkeley faculty

member’'s home and that individual went to the Long Haul premises. Alberts did not

-13 - CASE NOQO. 3:09-CV-0168 JSW
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enter the Long Haul premises, but rather, observed the individual enter the Long Haul
premises after the home demonstration.
INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

ldentify all information that you had in your possession regarding Long Haul,
EBPS, Siingshot, and the Long Haul premises prior to the raid and how you came into
possession of that information.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

Alberts objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous
as the terms “you” and “your,” and understands that term to refer specifically and solely
to Defendant Karen Alberts. Alberts further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds
that it is vague and ambiguous as to the term “possession.” Alberts further objects to
this interrogatory to the extent it is overbroad and unduly burdensome. Alberts further
objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information that is neither relevant
nor reasonably calculated to iead to the discovery of admissibie evidence. Alberts
further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is compound. Alberts further
objects to this interrogatory to the extent it is argumentative, prejudicial, and misleading
as to the use of the term “raid.”

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing general and specific objections,
Alberts responds as follows:

Alberts responds that she had no information in her possession regarding EBPS.

Alberts further responds that she was aware that Slingshot was a publication and
that it published articies written by or about activism, anarchists, and animai rights
activists. She gained this knowledge through her work at UCBPD.

Aliberts further responds that she was aware that the Long Haul premises was
used by groups or organizations to hold meetings, discussions, fundraising and
recreational activities. Alberts was aware that the threatening emails sent to a number of
UC-Berkeley facuity members originated from an IP address originating from the Long

Haul premises. Alberts further learned that it was unknown which individual or

-14 - CASE NO. 3:08-CV-0168 JSW
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