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We write 1egardiug. cvide11ce of grave jw or misconduct dunng the II ml, wb1cb further 
illu trate the manife t unfaime s of tbese proceedings and serve as yet another reason that the 
verdi t to thi case cannot and should not stand. 

President Trump submitted to the Court in April 2024 and tbe extraordinary level of bias re flected 
in self- electing and other succe sful for-cause challenges duriug jmy selectio as well as 
COllllllOll euse-the jury in thi ca e was not anywhere near fair and impartial. 

Toe extensive and perva ive mi conduct at issue violated President Tmmp 's rights under 
the federal Coustit11tion and New York law. Under normal circumstances, unlike this politically
motivated lawfare. a defendant could file a motion to vacate the verdicts pursuant to CPL 

330.30(2). But the e are not normal circumstances. If this case is not dismissed as it should be. 
President Trump is enti tled to seek procedura l relief for these violatious in federal court, if and 
when the Second Circuit resolve People v. Trump, 24-2299-cv (2d Cir. 202 ). See 2 U .. C 
§§ 1442(a)(l), 1447. We establi bed yesterday that the Com1 must dismiss this case. long before 
the Second Circuit reaches those questions, in order to prevent further disrnptions to the Iran ition 
process and tJ1e operations of the federal government. While jm or misconduct i relevant to 
President Trtlillp ' pending arguments relating to the interest of justice. Presidential inummity, 
the Presidential Transition Act, and the Supremacy Clause are dispos ilive for ptu1)0ses of CPL 
§§ 2 10.40( 1) and 210.20( l)(h). Under Trump v. Un ired States, the threshold Presidential immumty 
considerations mus t be addressed right now. As we established yesterday in Pre idenl Trump' 
motion to dismiss , these considerations require dismissal. However, the Court should not avert 
its eyes to the complete l;:ick of fundamental fairnes to Pre ident Trump throughout the e 
proceedings while it considers the motion filed yesterday. 

L Background 
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I he evidence discus ed above Ill the Background ection demonstrates that grave Juror 
1rusco11duc1 dunng the trn,l violated President Tmmp 's rip.lits under the federal Con tit11110n and 
, ew Y 01 k lnw See. e g . United Stales v. Hav11es. 729 F.3d 178 (2d Ci1. 20 I 3) 
("Due µ1 oces<; means a Jllf)' capable and willing to decide tbe ca e olely on the evidence before 
it, and a trial Judge ever watchful to prevent prejudicial occun-ence and to detem1ine the effect of 
uch occu11cuces wllen they happen." (cleaned up)); see also CPL 330 30(2). 
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h ·h.,, wr 1s cnmr l ·td) un:1<.:ceptabk. und it demonstrates without question that the 
·3-..e .ire ,1-, tmreliablc as l)t\ Bragg's promise to protect vtanhattunitcs from ,iolcnt crime. 

In .i 1101 mal ·asc. unl1J...c this poli1 ically-mot1 va1cd la\\ fare, a defendant could seek 
arpropriate n:mcdics !or these blntant rights violations through a motion to \.UCale the verdicts 
pursuant to CPI § .:no 10(-). I lowc,er. as explained at pages 68-69 of Pn:sidcnt I rump's 
Dcc1.:mhcr :!. 20- 4 motion. the Court may not proceed with such litigation just as the Court must 
rcfra111 from ru ling on the pending PL § 3 0.30( I) motion regarding DA Y's Presidential 
immuni t) ,·iolations at the trial unless and until the econd ' ircuit resolves the pending fcdcral
ofliccr rcmO\ ,ii appeal in People ,. 'liw11p. 24-2299-c (2d Ci r. 202-l ). It is unlikely that the 
:econd Circuit ' "ill need to rcsol e that appeal because dismissal is plainly required for the 
separate reason. we explained yesterday. Moreover. in the exceedingly unl ikely and unlawful 
·, 1.:nt that the :1.:cond Circuit is required to move fo rward because thi Court fai ls in its obligation 
to do JU!)tice, n:mo al to the outhern District of cw York would be necessary and the case would 
proceed under federal procedural rules rather than the ' PL. See Ari::::ona v. Manypenny. 451 LL . 
2 2. 241 ( 198 1) ("'[ rjhe federal court conducts the trial under fe deral rule of procedure ,, hilc 
appl) ing th t.: criminal law of the , tatc."); see also Fed. R. Crim. P. 33. 

L, en i r there was a ba is to ignore President rrump • s right lo pursue the r1.:mo\. al appeal 
under 28 U.S. •. §§ 1-l42(a)( I) and 1447 and there is not ' PL . r0."'0(2) ,, ould till not 
provide an appropriate procedura l mechanism a l this poi nt in time b1.:causc of the pending 
Presidential immunit issues. C'PL § 330.30(2) motion could requi re one or mort.: hearings. 
'"hich would likcl) mandate extensive. time-consuming, and in asi, e ract finding. . ee, e g. 
l'eople v Amitrnno, 2007 L 120"568, at * I ( up. Ct. 1 .Y. 'my. 2007) (describing four-day . 
ten-witness ··hearing to determine if juror misconduct, including prcdelibcration discus ·ion or the 
e, idcncc among jurors. and bet\\ een jurors and alternate jurors. occurred"). In a high-pm ti k ca ·c 
such as thi!) one, the privac) risks posed by such a proceeding cannot b1.: ignored. In addition. a 
hearing on a ' PL ~ 3 0. 0(2) motion is the type or· "extended proceeding .. that the Pr'sid1.:ntial 
immunit) doctrine forbid s, \\hicl, would impose additional disrupt i, c and constitutionall~ 
unc1cct.:ptablc r1.:sou rcc burckns on President Trump during the transition process an I folio\\ 111g 

inauguration as h1.: carries out his vital duties as President. 7i'lltllf) , •. United. ·,ates, 60~ U. ' . -9.,. 
63(> (202-l) Pn.:sident ial immunit, must be resolved first, at the .. ottlst:t.'· lei ,\ ·cording!), 
although Prt.:sidcntial immunity concepts arc dispositive or yest ·rda) ·s motion, the Court should 
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al,;n cn1Ndcr lhl' t,,n.·gning ('\ i<lc11cc nl juror mic;1.:011du1.:t 111 cnn11cd1<,11 \\ 1th lhc pend mg 
nr guml'nt, under CPI * 21 O '-Hl( I), 1 ..:-c,111 c such 1111scn11duc1 h,mn,; ·' the confidence of the puhhc 
in the rnmmal l\1,11cc ') ,tcm." CPI 21 0A0( I )(g), 

C ·: Jo. hua .'t inglass 
,' l'\Cl1 \ ll 

( ia Email) 
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December 5, 2024 

TOOO BLANCHE 
Tocld!J~b•~"'"' corn 

(712) ,, 6- , ]',() 

Re: People v. Trump, lnd. o. 71543/23 

Dear Ju ticc Merchan: 

We write briefly in response to DA Y s letter of December 5, 2024. There is no legal 
ba is to cal the entirety of the parties' submissions on this issue, including this letter specifically. 
This i yet another instance of DANY seeking to hide information they find inconsistent with their 
politically-motivated objectives by operating in what is tantamount to the Star Chamber as they 
did through improper ex parte submissions in connection with the April 2024 hearing on their 
discovery violations, and to muzzle President Trump from making arguments that the state and 
federal Constitutions require him to have an opportunity to present. The only case DANY cites, 
People v. Lavender, 117 A.D.2d 253, 256 ( 1986), has nothing to do with the operative open-access 
principles. While we have no objection to redacting the submissions to with.hold identifying 
information, and indeed have proposed that course of action, DANY's d isagreement with the 
merits of our position is not a reason to violate President Trump's Sixth Amendment rights as well 
as his First Amendment rights and such corresponding rights of the press and the public. To 
proceed otherwise would add yet another Constitutional violation to the growing list of lawless 
behavior that DANY has urged upon the Court for over a year. DANY's request should be denied. 

Cc: Matthew Colangelo 
Chris Conroy 
Susan Hoffinger 
Rebecca Mangold 
Joshua Steinglass 
Steven Wu 
(Via Email) 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Isl Todd Blanche / Emil Bove 
Todd Blanche 
Emil Bove 
Blanche Law PLLC 

Attorneys/or President Donald J. Trump 
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December 9. 2024 

Re: People v. Trump, Ind. o. 71543/23 

D ar Ju ti Mer han: 

TOOOB HCHE 
Todd!! IW'<Nql)i,,,_ - co-, 

(111 116 1250 

Accordi ng to the cw York Court system, Court papers arc public record ."1 On 
December 3, 2024, President Trump sent a pre umptively public record to the Court and DA Y, 
in letter fom1, describing specific evidence of severe juror misconduct during the trial, which 
pre ent yet another basis for vacating the verdicts and ultimately dismissing this case. Since that 
ubmi ion, DA Y has endeavored, with no basis in law or fact, to hide the juror misconduct issue 

from public view. DA Y has also resisted President Trump's more tailored approach to proposed 
redactions. In doing so, DA Y has been characteristically focused on the politically-motivated 
objectives that have driven thjs failed case from the outset. Despite their obligations to do justice 
and to act as gatekeepers of the jury's critical function in the criminal justice system, DA Y has 
not once expressed concern about the issues raised in President Trump's December 3 letter or the 
dubious validity of the highly suspect verdicts rendered by the jury. Just as DA Y refused to 
investigate Michael Cohen's perjury while simultaneously preparing him for additional perjured 
testimony before Your Honor and drafting perjury charges against Allen Weisselberg, DA Y has 
taken no steps to investigate or inquire about juror misconduct that should- as a matter of 
fundamental fairness--concern any just-minded prosecutor who encounters such issues. 

Rather, DANY has urged the Court to keep all of this a secret: not only details regarding 
the evidence at issue and the source of that evidence, but also the arguments presented by President 
Trump concerning the legally cognizable juror-misconduct themes raised by that evidence, which 
are relevant to the pending motion to dismiss and other potential motion practice. Whereas DA Y 
had no concerns with their star witnesses pumping prejudicial lies about President Trump into the 
public domain and pool of potential jurors prior to the trial, they now claim that general 
information regarding the presumptively-public legal arguments and types of juror misconduct at 
issue must be kept under wraps. Due to the delays in public filing, DANY' s strategy has already 
violated President Trump's Sixth Amendment rights and the First Amendment rights of the public 
and the press. Those violations will only become more egregious if not promptly remedied. 

In this submission, we write in response to DANY's two December 9, 2024 letters 
concerning their proposed redactions to the parties' submissions on December 3 (defense) and 
December 5 (DANY) regarding the juror misconduct. For the reasons set forth below, ( 1) we 
object to DANY's proposed additional redactions to President Trump's December 3 letter; (2) we 
object to certain of DAN Y's proposed redactions to their December 5 letter; (3) there is no basis 

. Y. State Unified Court System, Redaction Rules for Confidential Personal Information, 
h ttps:/ /i appscontent.courts.state. ny. us/NYSCEF /1 i ve/unrepresented/Redacted Documents. h tm 1 
(last visited Dec. 9, 2024). 

•• 
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r r r 'da tion-, lo Pr . idcnt T rnmp' rc'ip nsi c I cccmbcr 5 letter (and D I Y has not requested 
an ), \\ hi h ~hould b puhli I , fi led as oon as po sible, (4) there i no basis for redactions or 
~ aling of D/\1 Y's l cml r 9 letters, \: hich hould be filed public ly as soon as possible. and 
( ) lhcr i no l a i. for rcda ti 11 to thi lcltcr, \ hieh should also be filed publicly as soon as 
po. ibl 

I. Applicable Law 

"The Fir t Amendment to the nitcd talc Constitution guarantees the pre s and the public 
a right of acccs to trial proceedings. Without the right to attend trials, ' which people have 
cxcrci ed for centuries, important aspects of freedom of speech and of the press could be 
c i cerated." our/room Television Network LLC v. Stale of New York, 5 . Y.3d 222, 229 (2005) 
(quoting Richmond Newspapers, Inc. v. Virginia, 448 U.S. 555,580 (1980)). " In I ew York, the 
pre , like the public, has a right of access to criminal proceedings," and "[a]ny exception to a 
public trial should be narrowly construed." Id. at 231. 

These rights of public access to criminal proceedings serve important interests in advancing 
the fair administration of justice, promoting public confidence in the j udiciary, permitting publ ic 
scrutiny of matters of great public interest, and defending the fundamental rights of the accused. 
See Judiciary Law § 4 ("The sittings of every court within this state shall be public . ... "); Judiciary 
Law § 255-b; cf 22 NYCRR § 216.l(a) (" [A] court shall not enter an order in any action or 
proceeding sealing the court records, whether in whole or in part, except upon a written find ing of 
good cause, which shall specify the grounds thereof. In determining whether good cause has been 
shown, the court shall consider the interests of the public as well as of the parties. Where it appears 
necessary or desirable, the court may prescribe appropriate notice and opportunity to be heard."). 

The Supreme Court has emphasized this point repeatedly: 

A responsible press has always been regarded as the handmaiden of effective j udicial 
administration, especially in the criminal field. Its function in this regard is documented 
by an impressive record of service over several centuries. The press does not simply 
publish information about trials but guards against the miscarriage of j ustice by subjecting 
the police, prosecutors, and judicial processes to extensive public scrutiny and criticism. 

Nebraska Press Ass 'n v. Stuart, 427 U.S. 539, 559-60 (1976) (quoting Sheppard v. Man vel/ 384 
U.S. 333, 350 (1966)). "This Court has, therefore, been unwilling to place any direct limitations 
on the freedom traditionally exercised by the news media for ' what transpires in the court room is 
public property."' Sheppard, 384 U.S. at 350 (quoting Craig v. Harney, 331 U.S. 367, 374 ( 1947) 
(cleaned up)). "The ' unqualified prohibitions laid down by the framers were intended to give to 
liberty of the press . .. the broadest scope that could be countenanced in an orderly society .• ,, Id. 
(quoting Bridges v. Stale o/California, 314 U.S. 252, 265 ( 194 1)). Thus, --where there \ as ' no 
threat or menace to the integrity of the trial,"' id. (quoting Craig , 33 1 U.S. at 337), the Supreme 
Court has "consistently required that the press have a free hand" in covering criminal proceedings. 
Id. 

Blanche Law PLLC 
99 Wall Street, Suite 4460 I ew York, Y l0005 

(2 12) 71 6-1 250 I www.BlancheLaw.com 
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1 h • :i, th 1\ mcndmc,n·. ' pub Ii tnal guarantee" ""ac; ''created for the benefit of. the 
ddcndant " ;ann tt Co ,, I <!l'mq,wl~. 44 U.S. 68. 180 ( 1979). f hrs and other • rxth 
i\m ndmcnt nght:,,, "appli al le to the . talcs through the Fourteenth f 1\ mendmcntJ. c;urround a 
nmmal trial ,-,,ith guarantees . .. that have a. their o crriding purpose the protection of the accused 

from pro · utorial and judi ial abuses." Id al 79. 'Tl jhcre can be lit1lc doubt that the c plicit 
:1'th m ndment right or the a cused i no less prate ti c or a public trial than the implicit First 

men im nt right or the press and public. The central aim or a criminal proceeding mu l be lo try 
lh • a us d fair! :· ll'oller ,, Georgia. 467 . . 9. 46 ( 1984); Mo. al/em,. Berenson, 76 .D.Jd 
4 , 34 -49 ( 1 t Oep ·12010) ("We have recognized the broad constitutional pre urnption, arising 

from th· First and ixth mendmenls. a applied to the talcs by the Fourteenth mcndrnenl. that 
both the publi and the pre arc generally entitled to have acccs to court proceedings."). 

"The operation of the court and the judicial conduct or judges arc mallers or utmost public 
e ncem." Landmark Comm. v. Virginia, 435 U.S. 829, 839 (1978). "The common-law right of 
acce to judicial proceedings. an essential component of our system of justice is instrumental in 
ecuring the integrity of the process." Chicago Trib. Co. v. Bridgestone/Firestone, Inc., 263 F.3d 

1304. 13 11 (11th Cir. 2001). 

" It has, of course, long been the law in this State that all judicial proceedings, both civil 
and criminal, are presumptively open to the public." Hearst Corp. v. Clyne, 50 . Y.2d 707, 715 
(1980) (citing Judiciary Law§ 4). "At the present time, in fact in most criminal cases there are 
only pretrial proceedings. Thus if the public is routinely excluded from all proceedings prior to 
trial, most of the work of the criminal courts will be done behind closed doors." Westchesler 
Rockland Newspapers, Inc. v. Legget/, 48 N.Y.2d 430, 440 (1979). 

"New York has also recognized a common law right of access to court records, deriving 
from Federal decisional law . . . under which the public has a presumptive right, subject to the 
court's exercise of sound discretion, to view all nonconfidential malerial in the court 's file." 
People v. Arthur, 178 Misc. 2d 419,421 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Cnty. 1998) (emphasis added); see also 
People v. A lien, 57 Misc. 3d 936, 939 (Livingston Cnty. Ct. 2017) ("[ A ]ny closure or sealing must 
be ' narrowly tailored to serve the asserted interests."' ( quoting v. Arthur, 178 Misc. 2d at 422)); 
People v. Burton, 189 A.D. 2d 532, 535 (3d Dep't 1993) ("There is a common-law presumption 
in favor of public access to court records."); People v. Sullivan, 168 Misc. 2d 803, 808 (Saratoga 
Cnty. Ct. 1996) ("The State of New York law seems to be that if the documents were filed in court, 
they would be subject to access by the media in the first instance."). 

"[E]very part of every brief filed to influence a judicial decision qualifies as a 'j udicial 
record."' league of Women Voters v. Newby, 963 F.3d 130, 136 (D.C. Cir. 2020) (cleaned up); 
see also, e.g., United Stales v. Gerena, 869 F.2d 82, 85 (2d Cir. 1989) (extending right of access 
to "briefs and memoranda" filed in connection with pre-trial and post-trial motions); In re New 
York Times Co., 834 F.2d 1152, 1153-54 (2d Cir. 1987) (applying right of access to motion papers): 
Application of NBC, 635 F.2d 945,949 (2d Cir. 1980) ("The existence of the common law right to 
inspect and copy judicial records is beyond dispute."). 

Blanche Law PLLC 
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n Y ha" 1mJ rop ·rl • u, gcd the ·ourt to iolatc the I irsl and ~1xlh mendmen~ . a. they 
did through 11nprop ·r r \ pw te suhm1ssion<, in onnc tion with the pril 202 hearing on discovery 

10lat1 m,. n lo\ \ addre s c,i, ourt filings that arc being hidden from public view with no 
, altd ba-,1 : Pr sid nt I rump·., op ning submission regarding juror misconduct on December 3. 
D I Y's D ml r r sponse to that letter, President I rump's December 5 reply, DA Y',; two 
I tt rs n D ml r 9, and thi letter. D \J ould ha c the ourt violate open-access principles 
' 'th re. p t lo a h. Th rcri re, their pr p . als must be rejected. 

Pre idcnt Trump's De ember 3 Letter. Pre idcnt Trump's December 3 letter contained 
thr ti n : an intr du ti n, a Oackground cction regarding particulars of the evidence al issue, 
and a Di u i n c tion regarding the general theme of legal error arising from that evidence and 
th type f legal relief available to address tho e general thematic defects. On December 3, 
Pre idcnt Trump propo cd to redact the entire Background section of the letter, based on privacy 
on m , that particulars of the evidence are not disclosed publicly, and to publicly file the 

remainder of the letter. 

Today, DA Y reiterated their contrary position that blanket sealing of the December 3 
letter (and others) is necessary. That is plainly wrong as a matter oflaw. DANY referred to sealing 
the ubmissions only "temporarily," but without suggesting any sort of time limitation that they 
think would be sufficient. DA Y also referred to general concerns about safety and the integrity 
of the proceedings, but they offered no details to substantiate those purported concerns. 
'[H]ypothetical risk of prejudice or taint cannot justi fy categorical denial of public access . . .. ' 
AP v. Bell 70 .Y.2d 32, 38 (1987). "Specific findings" are required. Id. at 39 (cleaned up); see 
also id. at 40 ("By denying public access to the suppression hearing on a ' possibi lity' that there 
might be tainted, nonpublic evidence that might impair the selection of an impartial jury- which 
could very likely be said of every suppression hearing in every highly publicized case- the trial 
court improperly closed the door on petitioners' First Amendment rights."). 

DANY also proposed, as an alternative to their blatantly unconstitutional pos1hon, 
additional redactions to President Trump's December 3 letter. This is essentially a concession that 
"alternatives" to blanket sealing are available. Bell, 70 N. Y .2d at 39. However, DA Y' s proposed 
additional redactions appear to target the juror-misconduct themes that are the bases for the types 
of relief President Trump is now seeking and may in the future seek. DA Y offered vi rtually no 
explanation, much less the required evidentiary basis for "specific findings" under Bell, regarding 
why their additional proposed redactions are necessary. Instead, it is clear that DA Y hopes to 
hide from the public the types of juror misconduct at issue as they desperately attempt to defend 
the unlawful verdicts and the deeply flawed proceedings that led to them. 

There is no legal basis for that misguided and improper approach. The only potentially 
relevant citations provided by DANY were included in a three-case "see generally" string cite. 
None of those cases helps them. First, in Waller, the Supreme Court found that a courtroom 
closure was unconstitutional. 467 U.S. 39 (1984). The Supreme Court emphasized that "the party 
seeking to close the hearing must advance an overriding interest that is likely to be prejudiced, the 
closure must be no broader than necessary to protect that interest, the trial court must consider 

Blanche Law PLLC 
99 Wall Street, Suite 4460 I New York, NY I 0005 
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r 'a,onahl ' nh ' tnnli •:,, to lnsin , th · p1 occc<lin ,, and it rnu'it make finding,; adequate to support 
111 ' ·losm ." Id a1 48. l) hnc; not done any of those things, parucularly ac; to tailoring and 

011-..id ration ofrw,onnhlc altc111ativcs. Sc ond, Kara\ ~ik is limited to the .. clear and unequivocal 
v o r h'' or ' PL . I <>0.50, , hi h D has not suggested ic; relevant he re. 7 1 • Y.2d 659. 664 
( 1979). l hi r I, in/ lod~es, the Ki ngs ounl Supreme 'ourt cited the relevant constitutional open
a cs. prin ipl s, and then authori1,ed publi access to evidence of a confession but "prohibit[ ed I 
ph to 01 ing or photographing" of that e idencc. Misc. 2d 11 2, 117 (Sup. 't. Kings Cnty. 
l 997). 17,at i not a iablc limita ti 11 under the circumstance prescnLcd here. More broadly, each 
f th thr a • DA itcd support public access rather than the suppression they hope to 

a hi 

Fina 11 , in toda ubmi sion , DA Y mischaractcrizcd the nature of the relief we sought 
in the Dec mbcr letter. We have asked the Court to consider the evidence descri bed in the letter 
in onnc tion with the pending CPL§ 2 10.40(1) motion. We have reserved our rights with respect 
to other potential procedural options, which should not be necessary in light of PresidentiaJ 
immunity, if the econd Circuit is required to resolve the pending dispute regarding the appropriate 
forum for such proceedings in People v. Trump, 24-2299-cv (2d Cir. 2024). This is not an issue, 
as DA Y claimed today, of whether we "want" to participate in a hearing on a CPL § 330.30(2) 
motion. The Constitution and the Presidential Transition Act forbid such a proceeding right now, 
as we explained in our public fil ing on December 2. On the other hand, it is true, as DA Y put it 
today, that we seek to litigate these issues in a "public forum." DANY apparently forgot, however, 
tJ1at the ew York courts are such a forum. That is where we are proceeding by maki ng the 
submissions in question, and the Constitution requires that the vast majority of the December 3 
letter and the related submissions be made public regardless of how inconvenient DA Bragg or 
others a t DANY may find the additional powerful defense arguments that the letters contain. 

DANY' s December 5 Letter. We object to DANY's proposed redactions to the December 
5 letter except to the extent that they relate to the identity of the source of the j uror-misconduct 
evidence. 

DAN Y's proposal with respect to this letter reveals the strategic gamesmanship driving 
their positions and their continued willingness to play fast and loose with the First and Sixth 
Amendments. DANY very much wants to keep these issues hidden in the darkness of a sealed 
cabinet at the courthouse, but " [t]he Constitution deals with substance, not shadows." Trump v. 
United States, 603 U.S. 593, 631 (2024) (cleaned up). Specifically, DANY proposes to include a 
d irect quotation from an aspect of the evidence that we candidly disclosed, in an abundance of 
caution, in the December 3 letter. DANY's reason for pursuing that course is obvious: they like 
that narrow, ambiguous part of the developing story of j uror misconduct at their unconst itutional 
show trial. There is no good-faith basis for proposing to place that piece of the evidence into the 
public court fil e while hiding the more general information that DA Y wrongly proposes to redact 
from President Trump's December 3 letter. 

President Trump's December 5 Letter. DANY has not proposed redactions to our 
December 5 letter, which consisted of a single paragraph that contains no substantial details 
regarding the juror-misconduct evidence. Therefore, this letter should be fi led publicly as soon as 
possible. 
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1 ,\ \ '" 1 C(..Ctnhcr 9. I cttcr. ~imila, I , the letter that I A Y . uhmittccl 10 th' ( ourt 
toda) ontnrn no matc11al detail 1cga1di11g the juror misconduct Cvtdcncc. While D Y hns an 
und1.:Nandahlc mtcrcc;t m prc\enting the puhlic from ,;ecing the t) pc of arguments they arc 
makmg tl) keep all of tlm, a ,c ret, he ·au c thoc-,e pm1t1ons illustrate that f \ Y I acting contrary 
to the mt r'"t" ,r th rut Ii that the arc supposed to be protecting. f) \ y· preference for 
s ·re i not a b~b for scaling or rcdu tion. r here fore. both of I) v·s December 9 letter<:: 
should b fit d publi I a. oon as r ossiblc. 

rhL I lt r. I h re i. no ba i. for scaling r redaction to this letter, which addrcsse. 
ng ing un on tituti nal malfca an e b D Y, but not the particular of the j uror-misconduct 
id ·n '. Th ·rcfi re, thi letter hould b filed publi ly a oon a po iblc. 

Cc: Matthew Colangelo 
Chris Conroy 
Susan Hoffinger 
Rebecca Mangold 
Joshua Steinglass 
Steven Wu 
(Via Email) 

Rcspcctf ully ubmittcd, 

I I Todd Blanche / Emil Bove 
Todd Blanche 
Emil Bove 
Blanche Law PLLC 

Allorneysfor Pre ident Donald J. Trump 
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1. 1 ,dd Blan he. an attomc) aclmiltc<l to practice in the St::ilc of I cw York and coumcl for 

Prc,idcnt Donald J. ·1 mmp. hcrcb amm,. under the pcnaltic of perjury that, on December J . 

.. 024. D ember . -024, and December 9. 2024. my co-coun cl, Emil Oove. and l served the 

n lo d letter· b , au ing true opic of the amc to be emailed lo the oun and D Joshua 

lcingla . among other coun cl of record. r f urthcr affi rm that the fo rgoing lcller arc redacted in 

omplianc with the ourt' Order dated December 16, 2024. directing thi fi ling. 

Isl Todd Blanche 
Todd Blanche 
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