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August 3,2007 
Hon. Scott McDowell 
Judge, 6~~ Judicial District 
Lamar C o w  Courthouse 
Paris, Texas 75460 

RE: Cause No. 76357 

Dear Judge McDowell: 

Th~s &an has been retained to represent the interest of the alleged and uu-uamd "subscribm"' the 
subj a t  of an agreed order in Cause No. 7635 7 filed in your court. 

My review of the so-called Agreed Order is that the un-named subscriber must "file a responsive 
pleading, oppositicm, intention to oppose= otherwise challenge dixlosure of his name or address'' 
or the jnfbmtion will automatically be provided to Plaintiff's counsel. An Apreed Order requires 
the consent of the Defendant. 

Please accept this letter as an opposition or at: least an intention to oppose the release of this 
constitutionally and statutoriIy protectsd confidential information. This letter is in no way a 
responsive plea&ng, answer, or an appearance in the lawsuit filed in t h i s  cause against John Does 
to which here has been absolutely no service or cibtion. 

From my review of this Agreed Order if such opposition is not filed then the consti tutionaIIy and 
statutorily protected information will be automaticalIy discIosed without the subscriber having my 
procedwal safeguards. I will address later that t h i s  is patently illegal, unconstitutional and a31 abuse 
of process. 

The issue at hand is the disclosure aE">ersonally identifiable information" which is the tern and the 
definition the subject uf 47 USC $551. Identity and address of a sabsctiber is such infom~ation to 
which the abovcdcscribed Act applies. To require the subscriber to file a responsive pleading 
whereby he would obviously identify himself would be to allow an end-nm around the very Act 
itself. In other words the subscriber would have to identify himself so he could lodge a protest to 
the disclosure of  his ideati ty. Such a result would be absurd and in direct contravention of the Act 
and the stated purpose of the Act. Therefore, this letter is not a responsive pleading but is an 
"opposition" as provided in the so-called "Agreed Order". I will address Iater that I see nothing in 
Texas or federal jurisprudence which provides for such an odd procedure, Surely a statutorily 








