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632. 7 on the following grounds: (1) a triable issue of fact exists as to whether 

Yelp recorded Gruber's voice during any of his phone conversations with its 

sales representatives; (2) as a matter of law, these statutes govern "one-way" 

recordings of conversations involving multiple parties; and (3) a triable issue 

of fact exists as to whether the phone system Yelp used to make and record 

the calls of its sales representatives, known as VoIP, qualifies as one of the 

telecommunications devices delineated in section 632. 7. 

The rules governing our review of Gruber's challenge are well 

established. 5 With respect to summary adjudication, a motion should be 

granted if the papers submitted show there is no triable issue as to any 

5 We have accepted and considered amicus curiae briefs from two 
groups. The first amicus brief, filed by Consumer Federation of California, 
Consumers for Auto Reliability and Safety, Privacy Rights Clearinghouse, 
Consumer Action and The Utility Reform Network (hereinafter, consumer 
amici), argues against the trial court's finding that VoIP does not qualify as 
one of the telecommunication devices delineated under section 632. 7 but 
takes no position on whether summary judgment in favor of Yelp was 
appropriate. For reasons discussed below, we agree with consumer amici 
that the trial court erred in finding that Yelp's VoIP system does not come 
within the scope of section 632. 7. 

The second amicus brief, submitted by Reporters Committee for 
Freedom of the Press and 17 media organizations (hereinafter, media amici), 
urges this court to narrowly interpret CIPA so as to make it clear that when 
a journalist records information by "notetaking" without the consent of all 
parties to the conversation or communication, there is no violation of the 
statute. As an initial matter, we disagree with media amici that CIPA, 
plainly understood, unduly restricts the right of journalists to take notes 
when conducting interviews. Sections 632 and 632. 7 apply to recordings 
made with "electronic" devices and so would not interfere with a journalist's 
right to take handwritten notes. Moreover, to the extent that media amici 
are referring in their brief to "note taking" by journalists by way of a 
recording device, the legality of this sort of journalistic method under CIP A is 
not an issue presently before this court. Accordingly, we address it no 
further. 
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