UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK
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After extensive negotiations, defendants agreed that neither they nor their agents
would seek (o impose any legal sanction or penalty on the ACLU (orits attorneys) for
fiing publicly a redacted Compiamt and redacted Motion for Leave to File Case Under

Seal or for otherwise disclosing in any form the information contained m the redacted
t] ' -

T PR -~ v L1 s xh
1

-

op the public docket. ReP

After the Court issued its April 28 Order, the ACLU issued a press rslease and
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a constitutional vight to comumunicaie and recerve the specified mformation. See Video
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ence for public access is rooted in the public’s first amendment right to know about
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Although this is true in all cases, this litigation is of particular public concern. This case

imvolves a consttitional challenge to a federal statute: it is not a disputs between two
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motions be open to the public. Of course

plaintiffs recognize that certain documents in
this case will nee
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s2d to be redacted for inclusion on the public docket, but guch documents
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fo the Court. With respect to documents that are currently

filed under seal, plaintiffs have attached propo sed redacted

versions and ask the Court 1o
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The presumption in this case, as i all cases, should be one of openness. Any
narty wishing to deviate from this constitutional norm should be required to advance
specific and narrowly tailored arguments justifying the need for secrecy. A blanket of

_‘“"“2“ pfinrs s reer is wrwarranied, As the Sixth Circuit recently
.lr :
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