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A real CIPA demand letter
Received June 2026 · California Penal Code § 638.51 — “pen register” · Sent by a serial pro se filer

What follows is an actual demand letter received by a business we work with, together with the draft
Complaint attached to it — the document as it arrived, not a reconstruction. It is published here because

these letters are templates: the theory, the structure and often the sentences are identical from target to
target. Only the company name, the domain and the captured tracking identifiers change.

The short version. Strip away the boilerplate about how browsers work and the entire case is one
paragraph — paragraph 20. On page load, before the visitor clicked, accepted, dismissed or scrolled past
anything, the site sent a request to Google Analytics. No hack, no breach. Standard analytics, running

before consent. The remedy demanded is a block-first consent model, which is the fix we would
recommend anyway.

WHAT TO READ FOR

Paragraph 20 — the evidence. Note that the sender pleads he is a California consumer who accessed
and interacted with the website, then pastes in browser details reporting

HeadlessChrome/148.0.7778.96 at a 980×700 viewport. That is an automated scanner, not a person. He
documented his own bot in his own complaint.

The prayer for relief — disable third-party trackers until consent, re-architect so nothing fires on page
load before interaction, implement true opt-in. Read as a to-do list, it is sound advice.

The cover letter — note that the Complaint is described as “prepared and ready to be filed.” The
pressure is the point.

WHAT WAS REMOVED, AND HOW

The company's name, its website domain, and its page title and tagline, wherever they appeared.

The Google Analytics identifiers the sender captured — measurement ID, client ID and session ID —

and the encoded page URL and title parameters.

The sender's postal address, telephone number, email address and handwritten signature. His name is

left intact: he files pro se and his identity is a matter of public legal record.

Two pages were removed entirely rather than redacted. The mailing envelope carried a named

individual and a street address and taught the reader nothing. The letter's own Exhibit A — a screen



capture of the company's home page with the browser's network panel open — showed the company's
logo, its name, the domain in the address bar and dozens of request URLs, at a scan quality too poor to

redact reliably. Rather than risk missing one, it is omitted.

The redactions are destructive. Each page was rasterised, the identifying regions were painted out of the image, and

the document was rebuilt from those rasters. There is no text layer beneath the black boxes and no overlay to remove
— the underlying content is gone from this file. The result was then re-read by optical character recognition to confirm
that none of the removed strings survives anywhere in it.

Published by Law-O-Matic as an educational exhibit. This is not legal advice, and Technology On Call is not a law firm.
If you have received a letter like this one, talk to a qualified attorney.


















