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On October 26, 2016, the Court issued its Statement of Intended Decision (SOID").  ROA # 125.

The parties have filed their respective objections to the SOID. On November 8, 2016, Plaintiffs Citizens
Oversight Inc. and Raymond Lutz ("Plaintiffs") filed their objections to the SOID. ROA # 128. On
November 30, 2016, Defendants Michael Vu and the County of San Diego ("Defendants") filed their
objections to the SOID.  ROA # 130.

Plaintiffs and Defendants' objections are, except as noted, OVERRULED.

Plaintiffs allege that the SOID misstates the evidence; to wit, Plaintiffs' objection nos. 5 – 12. The Court
acknowledges that Plaintiffs' characterization of the evidence may be more accurate than as set forth in
the SOID. The Court will accept an agreement among the parties to re-phrase the evidence
encompassed within nos. 5 – 12, and reflect that agreement in the Court's Statement of Decision
("SOD"); however, to the extent the parties cannot agree to re-phrase the evidence encompassed within
nos. 5 – 12, Plaintiffs' objections are OVERRULED.

The Court will HEAR on the subject of Plaintiffs' objection no. 17.

Like Plaintiffs, Defendants allege that the SOID misstates the evidence; to wit, Defendants' objections at
pages 2 - 5. The Court acknowledges that Defendants' characterization of the evidence may be more
accurate than as set forth in the SOID. The Court will accept an agreement among the parties to
re-phrase the evidence identified by Defendants at pages 2 - 5, and reflect that agreement in the Court's
SOD; however, to the extent the parties cannot agree to re-phrase the evidence identified by Defendants
at pages 2 – 5, Defendants'' objections are OVERRULED.

Defendants' proposal that the Court make additional findings, as reflected at pages 10 – 17, is DENIED.

The Court will HEAR on the subject of Defendants' request for clarification at pages 17 – 18.
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