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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

	[CLIENT NAME], 
   
Petitioner,
-against-

JUDITH ALMODOVAR, in her official capacity as Acting New York City Immigration and Customs Enforcement Field Office Director, TODD LYONS, Acting Director, U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, KRISTI NOEM, in her official capacity as Secretary of the United States Department of Homeland Security; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY, and U.S. IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCMENT,	Comment by Virginia Ryan: Verify Respondents 
  
Respondents.
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[bookmark: _Toc203055675]PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 
Petitioner [Initials] moves for permission to proceed by pseudonym, specifically by initials only, in the above-captioned case. The named Petitioner is challenging his/her detention in immigration custody, which includes discussion of [Details regarding basis of important safety and privacy interests]. 
Petitioner asks this Court to grant anonymity because the Habeas Petition contains, and subsequent filings will contain, highly sensitive personal information about his/her immigration status and personal history. Furthermore, Respondents will not be prejudiced in their ability to litigate the Constitutionality of Petitioner’s detention, and the public’s interest in knowing his/her identity is minimal. Petitioner [initials] has made the Government aware of Petitioner’s identity, and [has provided] Respondents with unredacted copies of [the Petition and supporting exhibits]. 
STATEMENT OF RELEVANT FACTS AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY
[Details regarding the compelling circumstances – safety and privacy interest.]
[Details regarding filing of the within case, raising claims of xyz.] 
[bookmark: _Toc203055676]ARGUMENT 
Petitioner Meets The Standard to Proceed Under Initials Only to Protect [His/Her/Their] Privacy and Safety Interests 
A. Applicable legal standard
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 10(a) requires that the plaintiff must name the parties in a complaint. However, a plaintiff may be granted permission to proceed anonymously in an appropriate case. To determine whether the court should grant such an exception, the movant’s interest in anonymity is balanced against the public’s interest in disclosure and potential prejudice to the defendant. Courts in the Second Circuit apply a multi-factor balancing test set forth in Sealed Plaintiff v. Sealed Defendant, 537 F.3d 185, 189–90 (2d Cir. 2008). See e.g., S.D. v Decker, No. 22-CV-3063 (VSB) (BCM), 2022 WL 1239589, at *2 (S.D.N.Y. Apr. 27, 2022). The factors, summarized, are:
Whether the litigation involves highly sensitive and personal matters;
The risk of retaliatory harm, physical or mental, to the movant or innocent third parties;
Other potential harms and their severity;
Particularly vulnerabilities of the movant to harm (including age);
Whether the suit challenges the government or private parties;
Potential for prejudice to the opponent and whether the Court may take mitigating measures; 
Whether the plaintiff’s identity has thus far been kept confidential;
Whether the public’s interest in the litigation is furthered by disclosure;
Whether because of the nature of the legal interests at stake there is an atypically weak public interest; and 
Whether there are alternative measures available to protect the plaintiff’s confidentiality interests. 
See Sealed Plaintiff, 537 F.3d at 190. 
The district court “is not required to list each of the factors or use any particular formulation as long as . . . the court balance[s] the interests at stake in reaching its conclusion.” Doe v Barr, 479 F. Supp. 3d 20, 26 (S.D.N.Y. 2020), citing Sealed Plaintiff, 537 F.3d at 191 n.4. The first four factors pertaining to petitioner’s privacy and safety interests are met.
In habeas corpus cases in the immigration detention context, courts have granted petitioners’ motions to proceed by pseudonym due to the privacy and safety interests at stake, and in light of the absence of significant countervailing factors. See K.U. v. Freden, No. 25-CV-361-LJV, 2025 WL 1473974, at *4–5 (W.D.N.Y. May 21, 2025); J.M.H. v. Freden, No. 24-CV-875-LJV, 2025 WL 81919, at *2–5 (W.D.N.Y. Jan. 13, 2025); M.A. v. United States Citizen, No. 23 Civ. 4530 (LGS), 2023 US Dist LEXIS 123694, at *3–4 (S.D.N.Y. July 18, 2023) (noting “the difficulty victims face in coming forward with their stories and seeking justice”). 
The first four factors pertaining to the petitioner’s privacy and safety interests are met in the within case. [Apply law to facts]. 
B. Respondents Would Not Be Prejudiced by Petitioner Proceeding by Initials Only
The fifth and sixth factors of potential prejudice to the movant’s opponent weigh in favor of Petitioner. Courts have observed that “[s]uits against the government involve no injury to the government’s reputation.” Doe v. Skyline Automobiles Inc., 375 F. Supp. 3d 401, 406 (S.D.N.Y. 2019) (citation modified). Respondents are also not prejudiced since they are aware of Petitioner’s identity. (Name Decl., at ___.) 
C. The Public’s Interest in Knowing Petitioner’s Identity is Minimal
The seventh factor—whether the plaintiff or petitioner’s identity is already publicly known—weighs in favor of Petitioner here since his/her identity has not been previously disclosed. 
The eighth and ninth factors consider the public’s specific interest in the litigation. Courts have held that the questions at issue in habeas corpus proceedings do not give rise to a significant public interest in knowing the details of the petitioner’s identity. See K.U. v. Freden, 2025 WL 1473974, at *4–5 (constitutional question of whether detainee is entitled to a bond hearing is a “weak” public interest that doesn’t extend to exact identity of the petitioner); J.M.H. v Freden, 2025 WL 81919, at *3 (same). Given the similar circumstances at issue in this habeas corpus proceeding, the Court should draw the same conclusion here. 
With respect to the tenth factor of alternative measures that would mitigate the harm of disclosure, whereas here, such measures would risk disclosure, they are outweighed by the threat of harm to Petitioner. See id.
The Court Should Permit Filing of the Unredacted Petition and Supporting Exhibits Under Seal
Applicable legal standard 
The Government has been made aware of the Petitioner’s identity. (Name Decl., at __, Exhibit ___ (e.g. Email of [date], indicating advised Government of Petitioner’s identity and A-Number). Should the Court require filing of an unredacted version of the Petition, with unredacted exhibits, such version should be filed under seal. 
“The Second Circuit has articulated a three-step process for determining whether documents should be placed under seal.” Mut. Marine Office, Inc. v. Transfercom Ltd., No. 08 Civ. 10367 (PGG), 2009 WL 1025965, at *4 (S.D.N.Y. Apr. 15, 2009). This three-step process entails determining whether the document to be sealed is a “judicial document” to which the presumption of access should attach, and if so, balancing the interest in public disclosure against the privacy interests at stake. Id. at *4 (citing Lugosch v. Pyramid Co. of Onondaga, 435 F.3d 110, 119–20 (2d Cir. 2006)). 
The party seeking to seal judicial documents bears the burden of overcoming the presumption of public access by demonstrating that “closure is essential to preserve higher values and is narrowly tailored to serve that interest.” In re N.Y. Times Co., 828 F.2d 110, 116 (2d Cir. 1987) (citing Press-Enter. Co. v. Superior Court of Cal., Riverside Cty., 464 U.S. 501, 510 (1984)). Factors weighing against the presumption of access include “the privacy interests of those resisting disclosure.” Lugosch v. Pyramid Co. of Onondaga, 435 F.3d 110, 124-27.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Make sure the footnotes are correct size if the judge specifies in their individual orders.] 

Petitioner’s privacy and safety concerns warrant sealing this matter 
It is well established that safeguarding sensitive personal information—precisely the information that Petitioner seeks to seal here—provides a “sufficiently compelling justification for” sealing documents and permitting him to proceed anonymously. See United States v. Amodeo, 71 F.3d 1044, 1050–53 (2d Cir. 1995); Sealed Plaintiff, 537 F.3d at 189–90. 
Countervailing interests do not outweigh the privacy and security interests at stake, since the sealed material is extremely limited. Only Petitioner’s name and identifying information are sought to be redacted. 
[Apply law to facts—privacy and safety interests. Submissions such as xyz are also not entitled to a presumption to seal]. 
[bookmark: _Toc203055682]CONCLUSION
For the aforementioned reasons, Petitioner respectfully requests permission to proceed by initials only, redaction of documents.

	Dated: New York, NY
[DATE]
	/s/ [SIGNATURE]
[NAMES OF SIGNATORIES]
[EMAIL]
Tel.: [PHONE NUMBER]

Attorneys for Petitioner



[bookmark: _Toc203055683]CERTIFICATION OF WORD COUNT
I, [SIGNATORY], hereby certify pursuant to Local Rule 7.1(c) that the portions of this document that must be included in the word count contain ## words.

/s/ [SIGNATURE]
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