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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

MIDDLE DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

E.B., D.W. AND T.R., ON BEHALF CIVIL ACTION
OF THEMSELVES AND OTHERS
SIMILARLY SITUATED

VERSUS NO19-862-JWD-SDJ

JEFF LANDRY, DOUG WELBORN
AND HILLAR C. MOORE, 1lI

ORDER

Before the Court is a Motion to Proceedosgmously (R Doc. 3), filed by Plaintiffs.
Defendants oppose the Motion. (R.D@8). For the reasons tHatlow, Plaintiffs’ Motion is
GRANTED.
l. BACKGROUND

Louisiana law provides a legptocess for its citizenwith criminal hstories to expunge
“certain arrests and conviction records,” removingm from the public record. La. C. Crim. P.
art. 971(1). Recognizing thahe *“inability to obtain an expungemerdan prevent certain
individuals from obaining gainful employmerit the “intention of the legislature” was that
expungement would “provide opportunities to bréfaé cycle of criminal recidivism, increase
public safety, and assist the growing populatiorrahinal offenders rentering the community

to establish a self-sustainindelithrough opportunities in employmeénLa. C. Cr. P. art. 971(4),

(6).
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Plaintiffs (and the proposed plaintiff class memUdeatige that Defendants’ application
of the law makes expungements prohibitivelyftoraable by imposing th maximum fee allowed
and making no exception for indigesitizens. (R. Doc. 1). Plaintifiepresent that events in their
criminal histories have precludétem from obtaining gainful gahoyment and hit their housing
options. Although these events qualify for expungat, they remain olaintiffs’ criminal
records because Plaintiffs cannffbed the imposed fees. (R. Doc1lat 1) (E.B. claims it would
cost between $1,650 and $2,200 for expungement)D@R. 1-2 at 1) (D.W. claims $2,200 in
expungement costs); (R. Doc. 1-3 at 1) (T.Rresents expungement costs of $4,950). In their
lawsuit, Plaintiffs claim that, by basing asseto expungement on “wealth-status, Defendants
discriminate against indigentdividuals” in violation of theEqual Protection and Due Process
clauses of the United States Constitution. (R. Doat 3). They seek “declaratory and injunctive
relief prohibiting the conditioning on the availabildfexpungement on someone’s ability to pay.”
(R. Doc. 1 at 3).

Plaintiffs are identified only by their initiais the Complaint (R. Doc. 1) and have since
filed the instant Motion to Proceed Anonymously (R. Doc. 3). Although they recognize that
“named plaintiffs typically proceednder their full names,” Plaintiffs argue that “doing so in this
case would cause a serious substhhtam of exactly the type th&aintiffs already suffer as a
result of their unexpunged criminal recordsidathat “proceeding under their full names would
seriously undermineany remedy they might obtai(R. Doc. 3-1 at 2). Rintiffs point out that

using their full names in this lawsuit “would puetbxact informatin they seek to expunge within

! Plaintiffs filed a Motion to Certify Clss and Subclass of Plaintiffs (R. D46é), as well as a Motion to Certify Two
Classes of Defendants (R. Doc. 17). Both Motions have teeied without prejudice ggemature. (R. Doc. 44 at

4) (noting Plaintiffs’ right to re-file following the Coud'resolution on the pending Motions to Dismiss). As of this
Order, Plaintiffs have not filed any renewed motions sepégliass certification. Nonetheless, the Court still considers
the potential for class certification besa the issue is raised by the parties in connection with anonymity and may
potentially be sought again by Plaintiffs.



reach of a simple internet search by an enmgilay landlord.” (R. Doc. 3-1 at 2). Defendants

oppose the Motion, suggesting thaaiRtiffs’ “argument thamerely bringing tahe fore that they
are among . . . the tenstbbusands of Louisianans [who] aenvicted felons wuld subject them
to severe stigma or being astized is not plausible.” (R. Do28 at 4). Defendants go on to
suggest that anonymity is “outigbed both by the public’s longtanding interest in open and
visible litigation and by tl duties owed to the class [Plaintifjsurport to represent.” (R. Doc. 28
at 1). In their Reply, Plaintiffs respond that slaepresentation and anonymity are not antithetical
and that the “nature of relief this class action weighs in favof anonymity because Plaintiffs
seek resolution of overarching constitutional questions that do not turn on their individual
identities.” (R. Doc. 36 at 10). The Court agrees.
I. LAW AND ANALYSIS

Rule 10(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure requires that a “complaint must name
all the parties.” But under some circumstagca party may proceed anonymously or under a
pseudonym.Doe v. Griffon Mgmt. LLC2014 WL 7040390, at *1 (E.D. La. Dec. 11, 2014).
Whether to allow anonymity “requires a balancingofsiderations calling for maintenance of a
party’s privacy against the customary and constitutionally-embeddeshmraen of openness in
judicial proceedings.Doe v. Stegall653 F.2d 180, 186 (5th Cir. 1981). The court may take into
account whether the plaintiff: is Hallenging the constituinal, statutory or gulatory validity of
government activity;” will be compelled to dissl information “of theutmost intimacy;” or
“ha[s] to admit that they eithdrad violated state laws . . . or wished to engage in prohibited

conduct.”Southern Methodist Univ. Ass'n of Women Law Students v. Wynne &53&fE.2d

707, 713 (5th Cir. 1979).



A. Factors Weigh in Favor of Anonymity

Here, Defendants have all been sued in thféicial capacities, and Plaintiffs are certainly
challenging the constitutional validity of governmectivity — i.e., Defadants’ application of
Louisiana’s expungement laws — which supports anonyniige Doe v. Harris2014 WL
4207599, at *2 (W.D. La. Aug. 25, 2014) (“[M]any ofetltases allowing plaintiffs to proceed
anonymously involve challenges to the consbnal, statutory, orregulatory validity of
government activity.”YRose v. Beaumont Independent Sch..[240 F.R.D. 264, 266—67 (E.D.
Tex. 2007) (“Whether the defendantigovernmental entity or aipate defendant is significant
because governmental bodies do not share the canabout ‘reputation’ that private individuals
have when they are publicly charged witromgdoing.”). Moreover, likenany cases challenging
the constitutionality of governmeattion, this case is “largelydal in nature, and so knowing the
Plaintiffs’ identities lends little to the public's ability to follow the proceedings or understand the
disposition of the caseDoe v. City of Apple Valley2020 WL 1061442, at *2 (D. Minn. Mar. 5,
2020). And while Plaintiffscriminal convictions are not ‘of ghutmost intimacy,” as the Court
explains below, there is a real privangerest at stake in this litigatiband a serious risk of harm
if Plaintiffs proceed under their full name&&ee Doe v. Franl®51 F.2d 320, 323 (11th Cir. 1992)

(court should “carefully review all the circumstanoés given case and then decide whether the

2 Defendants argue there is no need for anonymity to protect Plaintiffs from their “already-public-record convictions,”
and that there is no privacy intstén a person’s criminal history. (R. Doc. 28 at 1, 4-5) (citiog v. City of Lubbock,

TX, 184 F.3d 819, at *2 (5th Cit999) (Because “criminal histories amatters of public record. . no constitutional
privacy interests exist.” (emphasis added))). But Defendargsiment wholly ignores the point of this lawsuit — to
obtain expungement of Plaintiffs’ criminadcords. Defendants are correct thaise records are currently public, but
this is because Plaintiffs are allegedly unable to affleedroughly 2 to 5 thousand dollars it would take to expunge
them. In Louisiana, once criminaloards are expunged, they become wmftial and unavailable to the publigee

La. C. Cr. P. art. 971(1)-(2) (“Obtaining an expungenuérthese records allows for the removal of a record from
public access . . . . An expunged record is confidentialg thiat privacy interest — an expunged criminal record —
which Plaintiffs seek to obtain in this lawsuit, and vihiearrants anonymity from the start. Indeed, any other result
would thwart the purpose of Louisiana’s expungement |&ee T.S.H. v. Nw. Missouri State Un2019 WL
5057586, at *2 (W.D. Mo. Oct. 8, 2019) (granting anonymityere “revealing Plaintiffs’ identities in this lawsuit
would defeat the protections afforded” by stasgige that kept juvenile records confidential).



customary practice of disclosirthe plaintiff's identity shouldyield to the plaintiff's privacy
concerns.”). As for the third factor, Plaintiff€omplaint reveals thatach has prior criminal
arrests and convictions that allegedly qualify for expungement, also favoring anor§texjsl)
653 F.2d at 186 (The third factor concerns whethempthintiffs have made “revelations . . . that
are shown to have invited aspprobrium analogous to the infamagsociated with criminal
behavior.”). And so, the Court finds the factorgdlined by the Fifth Circuit generally weigh in
favor of anonymity.

But while these factors deserve comsation, “none . . . are dispositivddbe v. Compact
Info. Sys., Ing 2015 WL 11022761, at *3 (N.D. Tex. Jan. 26, 20Fait simply, ther is “no hard
and fast formula.”Stegal] 653 F.2d at 186. “In the end, tipeimary concern underlying the
relevant factors is whetheretplaintiff likely would suffereal and serious harnf she were not
permitted to use a pseudonyrde v. Harris 2014 WL 4207599, at *2 (W.D. La. Aug. 25, 2014)
(emphasis added). The Court answeis gaestion in the affirmative.

B. Injury Litigated Against Will be Incu rred by Disclosure of Plaintiffs’ Names

“Lawsuits are public events. fAl] a plaintiff should be penitted to proceed anonymously
only in those exceptional cases . . . [including,] where the injury litigated against would be incurred
as a result of the disclosuséthe plaintiff's identity.”Doe v. Frank951 F.2d 320, 324 (11th Cir.
1992). InRoe v. Ingramthe Southern District dflew York allowed the plaintiffs to proceed under
fictitious names because they were challengingta statute that required “their identification to
a governmental agency as a condition to receipngscriptions for certain controlled substances.
Roe v. Ingraham364 F. Supp. 536, 541 (S.D.N.Y. 1973).eTbourt therefore granted the

plaintiffs’ request fo anonymity, explaining:



Here, however, if plaintiffs are requirgd reveal their identity prior to the

adjudication on the merits of their privacy claim, they will already have sustained

the injury which by this litigation they seek to avoid.
Ingraham 364 F. Supp. 536, 541 n.7. The circumstancési®icase warrantgimilar result.

Here, Plaintiffs claim that the presenceexfpungable events oneiin criminal records
“limits their employment and housing options,” atiety seek “injunctive relief that prevents
Defendants from denying access to expungements solely because they cannot afford the high fee.”
(R. Doc. 3-1 at 2); (R. Docs. 1-1 to 1-3) (Ptdfs allege they have been denied employment on
numerous occasions due to theimgnal records that qualify faexpungement). To be clear, the
remedy Plaintiffs seek fromighCourt would allow them texpunge qualifying events from their
criminal records so that they might obtain mgaaful employment and, xtension, better lives.

The Court agrees with Plaintiffs that Jfpceeding under their fuhames would forever
link their names” with th expungement of criminegcords sought in “this il litigation,” thereby
“put[ting] the exact information they seek to erge within reach of a simple internet search by
an employer or landlord.” (R. Doc. 3-Bee Doe v. AlgeB17 F.R.D. 37, 42 (W.D. Va. 2016) (“If
he were not allowed to proceed anonymouslyt pathe relief he ssks — expungement of his
student record — would fall shtoof making him whole: the catould have already been let out
of the bag.”);United States Dep’t of Juséiov. Utah Dep’t of Commerc2017 WL 963203, at *1
(D. Utah Mar. 10, 2017) (“The court finds Doe Intemers . . . should bélewed to proceed using
pseudonyms. Doe Intervenors intervened heressera their constitutionaight to privacy in
records contained in Utah’s Controlled Substanceli2ag. . . . their atternfp assert a reasonable
expectation of privacyauld injure the right they seek to protectDoe v. O'Neil| 1987 WL

859818, at *1 (R.l. Super. Jan. 6, 1987) (Where “[Pi§rdiaim[ed] that the disclosure of [her

chlamydia and gonorrhea diagnoses] ha[d] . . . \adl&ter right to privacyand caused her injury,



she was allowed to proceed anonymously because if her identity were revealed in this lawsuit, she
would again incur the injury thitigation seeks to remedy.RDoe v. Harris 640 F.3d 972, 974

(9th Cir. 2011) (“We have allowed Doe to continue to proceed under a pseudonym because
drawing public attention this status as a seXfender is precisely the osequence that he seeks

to avoid by bringing this suit.”).

C. The Perceived Harm is Serious and Substantiated

Plaintiffs contend that “[p]ublic identificatn of the named Plaintiffas individuals with
criminal records imposes a serious stigma and limits access to jobs and housing.” (R. Doc. 3-1 at
4). Specifically, even if they succeed in thitigation, thereby obtaing expungement, future
employers will nonetheless learnaththey were the named Plaintiffs in a case involving the
expungement of criminal records through a simple internet search. (R. Doc. 3-1 at 4). Defendants,
ignoring the realities faced byigrinal offenders reentering ttwmmunity, describe the alleged
harm as “not plausible.” (R. Doc. 284 n.1). It is plausible, indeed.

First, there is ample evidence that laggnts are consistently denied employment
opportunities based on their crimirrakcords. The Plaintiffs in thiktigation cite to specific and
numerous instances in which each of them has bienied employment otherwise terminated
as a result of a criminal bleground check. (R. Doc. 1-1 at 1)n (2019, E.B. applied to work at
Hamilton Relay and Lyft, but was denied becauskei®triminal background); (R. Doc. 1-2 at 1)
(D.W.’s criminal history preclueld employment at Harrah’s §lao, Loews Hotel, and Maison St.
Charles. In 2019, D.W. was hired by CVS, onl\btoterminated “during aining when they got
the results of [D.W.’s] background check.”); (R.®d4-3 at 1) (T.R. has been denied employment
with Uber, Woldenberg Village Nursing HomeydaCourtyard by Marriott-Gretna because of his

criminal record). Plaintiffs’ past experiencesder the alleged harm far from hypotheti€iHl,



Doe v. Village of Deerfield819 F.3d 372, 375-77 (7th Cir. 201@)aintiff suedfor malicious
prosecution, claiming he was charged with (daer acquitted of) a crime based on witness
testimony known by the prosecutor to be faldthough charge had been expunged, court denied
motion to proceed anonymously where only hataimed by plaintiff was hypothetical — i.e.,
“potential embarrassment”).

Consistent with Plaintiffs’ own experiencéise Louisiana legislature recognized that the
“inability to obtain expungement can prevecertain individuals from obtaining gainful
employment” and noted their “iation” was for the state’s expumgent laws to “break [this]
cycle.” La. C. Crim. P. art. 971(4), (6) (Exmement will “assist th growing population of
criminal offenders reentering the communitg establish a self-sustaining life through
opportunities in employment.”).

Indeed, the use of criminal backgroundecks by employers is widespread and the
information uncovered often results iretdenial of employment opportunitiSeeU.S. Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, Enforcement Guidance No. 915di%siderations of
Arrest and Conviction Recasdn Employment Decisiori8pril 25, 2012) (“Inone survey, a total
of 92% of responding employers stated that théyexted all or some dheir job candidates to
criminal background checks.”); Johnathan J. SmBanning the Box but Keeping the
Discrimination?: Disparate Impact and Emplage Overreliance onCriminal Background
Checks49 Harv. C.R.-C.L.L. Rev. 197, 202 (2014) (“millions of Arricans find themselves in
situations . . . where they are denied jobs factvthey are qualified due information uncovered
on a criminal background check”); Amanda Johngdimallenging Criminal Records in Hiring
Under the Americans with Disabilities A&8 CGLum. Hum. RTs. L. Rev. 211, 211-12 (2017)

(“One-hundred million Americans live under the shadow of a criminal rettasda branding that



limits a broad range ofpportunities and stands in the way df faembership in civil society . . .

. Perhaps the most painfcivil penalty . . . is the long-terrdamage it inflics on employment
prospects. With over 90% employers currently conductingimrinal background checks, and a
majority of employers articulating reluctancehtioing . . . a former offender, those haunted by
pasts of . . . criminal justice involvement freqtheind themselves locked out of the job market
and shunted to the sidelinesAmerican society.”).

Beyond that, Plaintiffs’ concern that futueenployers will learn ofheir involvement in
this lawsuit through a simple inteshsearch is entirely reasonablde use of search engines by
employers to investigate job applitarmas been a growing for yeaBeeKatherine A. Peebles,
Negligent Hiring and the Information Age: How State Legislatures Can Save Employers from
Inevitable Liability 53 WM. & MARY L. Rev. 1397, 1398 (2012) (“One 2010 study commissioned
by Microsoft found that 78 perceatt recruiting and human resourgesrsonnel use search engines
to evaluate potential employeesda&3 percent visit social networkisies as part of the screening
process.”)Zweizig v. Northwest Direct Teleservices,. Ji2d017 WL 3725184, at *5 (D. Or. Aug.
29, 2017) (“[1]t is reasonable to assume that prospective employer may conduct an internet
search of a job applicant befareking a job offer.”); Susan PafEmployee Internet Privacy: A
Proposed Act That Balances Legitim&t®ployer Rights and Employee Privag§ Av. Bus. L.J.
779, 780 (2014) (“The number of employers who dedhe Internet fomformation about job
applicants and employees hasehb on the rise foyears. This phenomen has been widely
reported and is almost univellgaconsidered to be legallgermissible.”); Saby Ghoshrayhe
Emerging Reality of Social Media: Erosiaf Individual Privacy Through Cyber-Vetting and
Law's Inability to Catch Up12 J.MARSHALL Rev. INTELL. PROP. L. 551, 561 (2013) (“[T]he

emerging phenomenon of cyber-vefi. . . is shaping the future of employment relationships.



Some reports suggest that asngnas eighty percerdf employers use sali media to screen
applicants.”); Robert Spraguépogling Job Applicants: Incorpating Personal Information into
Hiring Decisions 23 LAB. LAw. 19, 40 (2007) (“[T]he nmber of employers urgg the Internet to
investigate job candidates expands, and thebeurnf employers usininformation from the
Internet to make hiring degibns increases . . . .’ee also Bing v. Brivo Sys., L1 959 F.3d 605,
609 (4th Cir. 2020) (“Within an hour of starg orientation, Wheeler approached Bing and
confronted him about a Baltimo8an article that Wheeler h&mlind after running a Google search
on Bing. The article reported Bing’s tangentiaidlvement in a shooting for which he faced no
charges. Wheeler . . . terminated him on tat,sand escorted Bing out of the buildingDppe v.
Franklin Bank, S.S.B2008 WL 11334179, at *4 (W.D. Te&ept. 3, 2008) (The court would
allow plaintiff to proceed undergseudonym where “Plaintiff's cortgint makes clear the core of
this case is the reaction ofshiormer employer to disclosuté details concerning his medical
condition. He asserts his prioxperience makes him reasonabbncerned thatdditional public
disclosure of this information could effect [sic] his dealings Wuthre employers.”).

Because Plaintiffs have citélaeir fear of a severe harmathwould accompany disclosure
of their identities, and that fearisasonable, anonymity is warrant€he v. Megless654 F.3d
404, 408 (3d Cir. 2011) (stating a party may proceed anonymously if they show “both (1) a fear
of severe harm, and (2) that the fehsevere harris reasonable.”).

D. Potential for Class Action De@s Not Warrant A Different Result

Defendants alternatively argue that Plafetifequest for class d#fication “necessarily
requires disclosure of their identities.” (R. D@& at 5). Without public dclosure of their full
names, Defendants suggésgither the Court, Defendants,me- most importantly — the absent

class members can evaluate thmed Plaintiffs’ adequacy as class representatives.” (R. Doc. 28



at 5). Relying on cases involving suits forometary damages against private companies,
Defendants ultimately proclaim: [&ntiffs argue that they shoulik allowed to speak for others,
but then they refuse to even let those othemkntno is speaking for them.” (R. Doc. 28 at 6).
Defendants, however, miss the mark.

First, the cases Dafdants rely on are bothapposite — this isa non-monetary putative
class action challenging governmaxtion” — and unpersuasive. (R. Doc. 36 at 8). For example,
in Ashley Madisonon which Defendants primarily rely,gltourt found anonymity inappropriate
where plaintiffs sought toepresent “a class afonsumers” against private corporation for
monetary damages and would ¢eéve an incentive award . . .rfawork done on behalf of the
class.” Moreover, the court allowed any class representatives to become class members, should
they not want to disclose their identities, anttitagen the possibility afevisiting its decision if
that left a subclass of plaintiffs without a named represent&taeeln re Ashley Madison Customer
Data Sec. Breach Litigatior2016 WL 1366616, at *4-5 (E.D. Mo. April 6, 2016) (court would
require identification of class representativesciaim for monetary damages associated with
breach of user data on website used to ifatel extra-marital affairs, noting the fiduciary
obligation of class representativasd the fact that they “generaligceive an incentive award as
compensation for work done on behalf of ttlass.”). The two remaining cases cited by
Defendants also include causes of action for nasgelamages against private corporations. But
even more critical, theourts in those casesddnot depend on, or evefiscuss, the plaintiff's
request for a class actiadichael v. Bloomberg L.P2015 WL 585592, at *3 (S.D.N.Y. Feb. 11,
2015) (Here, the court’s decision was wholly unrelated to plaintiff's request for collective action
under the FLSA. Instead, the court found plaintifar of reputational harm unsubstantiated and

insufficient: “To depart in this case from the gexleequirement of disckure would be to hold



that nearly any plaintiff bringig a lawsuit against an employwould have a b&s to proceed
pseudonymously. The court declirtesreach such a holding."poe v. Hartford Life & Accident

Ins. Co, 2005 WL 8175595, at *2 (D.N.J. Dec. 15, 2005) (denying anonymity largely due to
inadequate briefing by plaintiff — he did notesv“address the public interest in knowing his
identity” — and because the “[s]ensitivity of hisental health condition in and of itself” was
insufficient, while only mentioning plaintiff's reqaefor class certificatin in a single sentence
and not offering any analysis reasoning on the issue).

Contrary to Defendants’ assertions, Plafstifequest for class ci#fication does not weigh
against anonymity under the circumstances ofdhge. Plaintiffs may potentially represent not
only themselves, but the allegedly thousandsofisianans unable to afford expungement of their
otherwise qualifying criminal records. The constitutional issues presented here are legal in nature,
and the public interest is therefore “not in being ablielentify any one Plaintiff, but in being able
to follow the case to determine how the constitutional issues are resodees’v. City of
Indianapolis, Ind 2006 WL 2289187, at *3 (S.D. Ind. Aug. 7, 20083e also EW v. New York
Blood Ctr, 213 F.R.D. 108, 111 (E.D.N.Y. 2003) (“[l]a class action context challenging
governmental action, the individudéfendant's personal charactécstsuch as credibility) are
generally not in issue,” and thplaintiff's interest in proceding anonymously is particularly
strong.”);Doe v. City of Apple Valley020 WL 1061442, at *3 (D. Minn. March 5, 2020) (same).
Moreover, because Plaintiffs “anticipate no monet@vard for their time and effort as class
representatives, but merely a vicattion of what they allege tme a violation of their rights City
of Apple Valley2020 WL 1061442, at *3he concerns raised by Defemmds are not present here.

(R. Doc. 28 at 4-5).



E. Plaintiffs Must Disclose their Identities to Defendants and the Court

Finally, Defendants raise ldggnate concerns about theability to defend against
Plaintiffs’ claims “without knowng who their opponents are.” (R. 2&8 at 9-10) (claiming total
anonymity will preclude Defendants from conductaigcovery and assessing both standing and
adequacy of representation under Rule 23). But any potential prejudice can be alleviated by the
disclosure of Plaintiffs’ full names to both t@®urt and Defendants. By doing so, the Court will
be able to “ensur[e] thHelaintiffs are fair representativestbe proposed classes,” should a motion
for certification be refiledCity of Apple Valley2020 WL 1061442, at *3. Moreover, Defendants
ability to conduct discovery, assess standing] eespond to any potential motion for class
certification will not be impeded.

The Court also notes that Plaintiffs represbay “are willing to provide their identities to
the Defendants for the purpose$ discovery and assessmeunit their adequacy as class
representatives by the Court . . . so long as thataton is subject to a ptective order.” (R. Doc.
36 at 11). Therefore, Plaintiffs wilventually be required to dissk® their identitiesn the record
under seal, but only after a protective@rhas been entered by the Court.

[ll.  CONCLUSION

For the reasons given above, Plaintiffs’ Matitm Proceed Anonymously (R. Doc. 3) is
GRANTED and Plaintiffs willpublicly proceedin this litigation under thénitials E.B., D.W.
and T.R.

The parties are ORDERED to confer within 7 daysof the Order on the language of a
proposedprotective order. The parties should malexery possible effort tagreeon ajointly
proposedprotective order that allows for the disclosafdlaintiffs’ identities to Defendants and

the Court, while preventing the pubticssemination of tht information.



Within 14 daysof this Order Plaintiffs are ORDERED to file the proposeg@rotective
order in the record for the Court’s consideration. If the parti&snot agree on the proposed
protective orderDefendantswill have 7 daysto respondto Plaintiffs’ filing.

Finally, within 3 daysof the Court’sentry of a protective ordeRlaintiffs must file their
identities in the recordunder seal

Signed in Baton Rouge, Laiana, on September 28, 2020.

Se ARG

SCOTT D. JOHNSON
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE




