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Plaintiff's motion to bar settlement agreement and toisg] is denied. Howeer, because Defendants hgve
presented matters outside the pleadings, the courttreasiDefendants' motion thsmiss, pursuant to Rules
12(c) and 12(b)(6), as one for summary judgment undier 581 Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(d). As such, Williams, who
is proceeding pro se, has until May 17, 2013, to prouwgeaaguments or materials pertinent to the penging
motion and supportive of his assertion that the settleagmeement from his previous Section 1983 case [does
not preclude him from pursuing this case. He mayttiile submission as "Plaintiff's Supplemental Response
to Motion to Dismiss.” Defendants have until May 31, 2@d.3]e their supplemental reply in support of their
motion to dismiss, now treated as one for summary judgment.

B[ For further details see text below.] Notices mailed by Judicial staff.

STATEMENT

Plaintiff Jonathan Williams, a pretrial detaine€Caibk County, brought this Sean 1983 against Defendarjts
Cook County, Cook County Sheriff Thomas Dart, and éuaployees of the Cook County Jail arising out

settlement agreement with the court if Defendants wantpdoceed with their motion. ®. 26). The assig
District Judge reasoned that because the settleme=tiragnt was neither filed along with the motion to dis
nor made a part of the record in Williams’s earlier csesettlement agreement must first be made publi
part of the record before ruling on the motiondiemiss. (Id.) Defendants complied in a timely man
prompting Williams to file a motion to bar the consideration of the settlement agreement and to seal

Williams seekdo both bar and seal the settlement agreement. However, this court has already rule
settlement agreement must be made pubting Herrnreiter v. Chicago Housing Auth., 281 F.3d 634 (7th Ciy.

Id. at 636; R. 26. The only exceptionghis rule are in cases where the agreement at issue contains confgdential
information, such as trade secrets, information ey a recognized privilege, and information requirefll by
statute to be kept confidenti&eid; Baxter Intern., Inc. v. Abbott Labs., 297 F.3d 544, 546-47 (7th Cir. 200R).
Because the settlement agreement relevant to this cas@ako@ppear to fall within any of these exceptifns,
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STATEMENT

Williams’s motion to seal the settlement agreement is denied.

Williams’s motion to bar the consideration of the settlehagreement in the context of Defendants' motign to

agreement. ®. 32.) The relevant portion of paragraphiéeaigreement provides thatpone of the terms of t
settlement agreement may be offered or received in esedmnin any way referred to any civil . . . action 9
proceeding other than proceedings that may be necéssamysummate or enforce this settlement agree
(R. 27 at 2.) Contrary to Williams&gument, this paragraph does bbat Defendants from offering, referrifg

or relying on the settlement agreement in support of thetion to dismiss the current action because they are
in fact trying to enforce the terms of the settlememéagent. Defendants are asserting that the terms pf the
settlement agreement preclude Williams from pursuing#se because he agreed to "dismiss any and all ¢laims
up to the time he signs this Agreement against . . . any other employees of the Cook County Jail, felating
[Williams] being housed at the Cook County Jail asetrial detainee.” (R. 27 &) At the time Williams
executed this settlement agreement, on February 22, 2012, he had Section 1983 claims pendiffg aga
Defendants through the grievance process. (R. 7 aA&&dich, Williams's motion to bar the consideratiofp of
the settlement agreement is denied.
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