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SUMMARY

The Oklahoma Supreme Court held that the Oklahoma Open Records Act does not require a public
body to provide email records in their native file format or to disclose embedded metadata when the
requested correspondence has been provided in PDF format. The court vacated the Court of Civil
Appeals' opinion and affirmed the district court's grant of summary judgment to the Oklahoma State
Department of Health. The opinion also concluded that the district court properly considered the

agency's summary judgment motions after the evidentiary hearings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Oklahoma Open Records Act requires a public body to provide copies of email records in

their native file format, including embedded metadata.

2. Whether the district court erred by permitting and ruling on motions for summary judgment after
evidentiary hearings concerning injunctive relief.

HOLDINGS

1. The Oklahoma Open Records Act does not require a public body to provide copies of email records in

their native file format or to produce embedded metadata merely because the records exist in that format.

2. The district court did not err by permitting and ruling on the Department's motions for summary
judgment after the evidentiary hearings because the material facts were undisputed and the case

presented a pure question of law rather than a completed trial on the merits.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We find the ordinary, everyday meaning of "data files" does not include embedded metadata. The term "data

files" is broad, but it does not mean data about data.” (9 15)

“We hold that the ORA does not require a public body to provide copies of email records in their native file
format.” (1 22)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Nicholles Brooke requested correspondence and other public records concerning the COVID-19 pandemic that
were sent by Oklahoma State Department of Health personnel to Governor Stitt's office. He requested inspection
or digital copies, later contending that digital copies required production of native email files containing
embedded metadata. The Department produced more than 11,000 pages in PDF format and subsequently
produced some emails in native format. The district court determined that the PDF production provided

reasonable access and that the Oklahoma Open Records Act did not require production in native format.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Brooke requested COVID-19-related correspondence from the Oklahoma State Department of Health and sought
declaratory and injunctive relief after filing suit while the request was still being processed. The Department
produced more than 11,000 pages in PDF format and later produced some email messages in native format. The
district court granted the Department summary judgment, concluding that the Oklahoma Open Records Act did

not require production of native files and that the Department had substantially complied. The Court of Civil



Appeals reversed, but the Oklahoma Supreme Court granted certiorari, vacated the appellate opinion, and

affirmed the district court.

DISPOSITION

vacated
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