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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT U\
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ALAB%M 2L PM 3 Oé_)

SOUTHERN DIVISION
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ) H {”l L}r # iuf : 37;}?3(}:51;
Plaintiff, 3
V. ; Case No. CR-00-5-422-S
ERIC ROBERT RUDOLPH, ;
Defendant. ;
DEFENDANT’S REQUEST TO SEAL SUBPOENAS

In ruling on the Government’s Motion to Quash three subpoenas duces tecum, the Court
directed that the three subpoenas and the briefs of the parties regarding the Motion to Quash be
unsealed on Tuesday, May 25, 2004. See Doc. 223. However, the Court lefi open the question
of whether the subpoenas should be sealed from the public.! Without waiving any objection
previously made and with regard to the Order granting access, the defendart requests that the
Court continue to seal the subpoenas from the public while permitting the “government” access
to the subpoenas in much the same way and for similar reasons as the Court ordered release to
the government of the in camera submission of the defense in connection with the laboratory
related discovery motion. See Doc. 225 (“The Government may obtain from the Clerks a copy
of the in camera submission . . . Otherwise the submission shall remain sealed pending further

order.”).2

! See Doc. 223, fn. 4 at page 6.

2 The Court has previously ordered that documents received pursuant to defense ex parte

applications be placed under seal when provided to the Court. See Order, 4/2/04 (granting
defendant’s request to file responses to subpoenas ex parte and under seal).



Should this Court deny this request and unseal these three subpoenas as to the public, the
defendant requests that the unsealing of subpoenas be limited to the three specific subpoenas
which are the subject of this Court's order of May 14, 2004, [Doc. 223] and tj(lat this Court enter

|

an order to that effect, clarifying that same order of May 4™ The unse%aiing of any other
subpoena should, at the very least, be addressed on the basis of each inéﬂividual subpoena.
Defendant makes this request in order to maintain the privacy interests of the subpoenaed
persons and to prevent disclosure of his work product and potential trial strategy to the general
public.
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Telephone: (205) 930-9800
Facsimile: (205) 930-9809

WHITE, ARNOLD, ANDREWS & DOWD
2025 Third Avenue North, Suite 600
Birmingham, Alabama 35203

Telephone: (205) 323-1888
Facsimile: (205) 323-8907

FEDERAL DEFENDERS OF SAN DIEGO
225 Broadway, Suite 900

San Diego, California 92101

Tel: (619) 544-2720; local (205) 930-9800
Facsimile: (619)-374-2908
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Facsimile: (415 ) 522-1506
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2015 1* Avenue, North
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Telephone: (205) 458-1190
Facsimile: (205) 328-6957
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that a copy of the foregoing has been served upon the following by
mailing the same by facsimile transmission and by first class United Stdtes mail, properly

addressed and postage prepaid, on this 24™ day of May, 2004 to:

Edward Q. Ragland

Sharon D. Simmons

Assistant United States Attorneys
1801 4th Avenue North
Birmingham, Alabama 35203
(205) 244-2109

(205) 244-2181 (FAX)

This document was also emailed to Mr. Ragland at ed.ragland@usdoj.gov.

D o)

Bill Bowen



