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STATEMENT OF AMICUS CURIAE  
AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION OF RHODE ISLAND  

IN SUPPORT OF OBJECTION TO ENTRY OF FINAL JUDGMENT  
 

Amicus curiae American Civil Liberties Union of Rhode Island (ACLU of RI) submits this 

statement in response to the Proposed Order and Proposed Entry of Final Judgment submitted by 

Defendant Attorney General on December 31, 2018. Amicus believes both that Entry of Final 

Judgment is premature and inappropriate, and that new information warrants the Court’s 

reconsideration of its ruling on October 15, 2018 upholding in their entirety all redactions made 

by the Attorney General to the documents previously provided to Plaintiff.  That new information 

discloses that the rationale offered by the Defendant Attorney General for at least some of those 

redactions is invalid, contrary to the policy of at least one other state agency, and inconsistently 

applied by the Defendant, who has provided some of the same documents, without redactions, to 

the ACLU of RI in response to its separate APRA request. 

Prior Proceedings 

On May 7, 2018, Patricia Morgan (“Morgan”), a pro se plaintiff, commenced an action 

with a document styled “Declaratory Judgement” against the Attorney General in order to obtain 

records pursuant to the Access to Public Records Act, R.I.Gen.Laws chapter 38-2 (“APRA”), 

relating to the expenditure of moneys recovered by the Attorney General as part of the “Google 
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settlement” and to obtain a waiver of fees associated with the production.  At the time of 

commencement of the action, the Attorney General had produced an excel spreadsheet and seven 

letters from the Attorney General to the Department of Justice.   

At hearing on August 14, 2018, this Court denied Morgan’s request for a fee waiver without 

prejudice, and Morgan tendered a fee in excess of $3,500.00.  The Attorney General provided a 

substantial number of pages of documents, many with redactions.  At the same time, it was 

undisputed that the Attorney General had not provided documents spanning the entire time period 

requested by Morgan.   

At the August 14, 2018 hearing, the Court made clear that Morgan needed to clarify her 

request.  Morgan thereafter refined her request.  Facing a charge of at least $4,000 more for the 

balance of the documents, Morgan again sought relief from the Court in connection with her APRA 

request, including a request for fee waiver for production of the balance of the documents, 

prohibition of the continued use of excessive redactions, and production of documents previously 

produced without the challenged redactions. 

The Court held a further hearing on October 4, 2018 and reserved decision.  The ACLU of 

RI was granted leave to appear as amicus curiae and filed a memorandum in support of Morgan’s 

position. 

The Court issued a decision on the pending issues at hearing on October 15, 2018, granting 

in part and denying in part Morgan’s request for relief.  The Court identified categories of 

documents that remained to be produced.  In its proposed order, the Attorney General has listed 

what it believes are the categories of documents directed to be produced, while Morgan, in her 
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email to the Court of January 1, 2019 (copy attached as Exhibit A), has objected to the Attorney 

General’s description as incomplete.1 

The Court further granted Morgan’s request for waiver of any additional fees in connection 

with the remaining production authorized by the Court.  The Court denied Morgan’s request to 

obtain previously redacted documents without redaction or to recoup some or all of the fee 

previously tendered. 

The Court made clear that, in ordering further production without additional fee, it had not 

passed upon, and was not passing upon, the determination as to whether outstanding documents to 

be provided were “public records” or subject to an exemption, in whole or in part, including 

additional redactions, leaving that consideration to the Attorney General as the producing agency. 

No order was submitted for entry at the time.  On December 31, 2018, apparently 

simultaneous with production of additional documents, the Attorney General submitted both a 

proposed Order purportedly embodying the Court’s ruling and a proposed Final Judgment, with 

no content other than purporting to conclude the case. On January 1, 2019, Morgan filed, in an 

email to the Court, what amounts to an objection to the Attorney General’s proposed Order and 

proposed Judgment. 

                                                            
1 The Attorney General has listed the following categories:   “a.  RFPs and contracts funded by the 
Google Settlement; b. needs assessment reports for purchases made with Google Settlement funds; 
and c. correspondences with the United States Department of Justice concerning requests to 
expend Google Settlement funds.”  Morgan asserts that the list contained in the proposed order is 
incomplete, reciting that the Court directed production of: “All Invoices and related 
correspondence[;] All RFPs and related correspondence [;] All requests made to the US 
Department of Justice and related correspondence [;] All bids and contracts and related 
correspondence [;] All needs assessments and related correspondence.”  Amicus respectfully 
submits that a review of the transcript of  proceedings on October 15, 2018, should be conducted, 
given the lengthy passage of time, before any order is finalized. 
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As Morgan’s email makes clear, as of January 1, 2019, she had yet to receive any 

documents pursuant to the Court’s ruling of October 15, 2018.  It appears that the Attorney General 

forwarded documents to Morgan contemporaneously with its submission of a proposed Order and 

a proposed Final Judgment and is now advocating that final judgment should enter upon fulfillment 

of that task.  In her email of January 1, 2019, Morgan has made clear that she disputes that 

approach—that the matter is not concluded. 

Amicus agrees.  This matter has not concluded.  In support of that objection, Amicus ACLU 

of RI respectfully submits first, that entry of any final judgment at this time is inappropriate and 

premature, and second, that the final judgment proposed by the Attorney General is substantively 

devoid of content and incorrect.  

First, Rule 54(b) of the Superior Court Rules of Civil Procedure makes clear that judgment 

should not enter upon a decision “which adjudicates fewer than all the claims or the rights and 

liabilities of…all the parties” without an express direction from the Court for the entry of final 

judgment.  See, e.g., Nowicki v. Ocean States Bikes, Inc., 673 A.2d 48 (R.I. 1996). Amicus 

respectfully submits that Morgan’s case cannot be considered concluded while a dispute remains 

as to whether the Attorney General has complied with the Court’s ruling and with the APRA.  

While the Court quite properly left the initial decision to the Attorney General to determine which 

records within its description were “public” and which may be exempt in whole or in part, the 

Court did not purport to abdicate all responsibility—nor would APRA permit it to do so--to review 

that determination in the event of a dispute.  At the time of submission of the proposed Final 

Judgment, Morgan had not even had an opportunity to review the additional production, since it 

was apparently placed in the mail simultaneously with the electronic submission of the proposed 

Order and proposed Final Judgment. 
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APRA does not give agencies unbridled and unreviewable discretion to determine which 

records are “public.”  To the contrary, exemptions to APRA should be narrowly construed.  

Providence Journal Co. v. Pine, 1998 WL 356904 (R.I. Super. 1998).  As the Supreme Court 

stated in Downey v. Carcieri, 996 A.2d 1144 (R.I. 2010), the “Court has long recognized that the 

underlying policy of the APRA favors the free flow and disclosure of information to the public.” 

996 A.2d at 1151 (internal quotations omitted), quoting In re New England Gas Co.,  842 A.2d 

545, 551 (R.I. 2004), quoting Providence Journal v. Sundlun,  616 A.2d 1131, 1134 (R.I. 1992). 

Morgan has been provided absolutely no time to review additional, long-awaited 

production which has been characterized by the Attorney General as too voluminous and too large 

to transmit by email. There may well be disputed issues, as there were previously, with decisions 

by the Attorney General regarding the withholding or redacting of documents. Accordingly, this 

matter is not ripe for entry of judgment. 

Second, even if this matter were ripe for entry of final judgment, the form of judgment 

proposed by the Attorney General does not conform to the requirements of Rule 58 of the Superior 

Court Rules of Civil Procedure.  Rule 58, which is modeled on the corresponding Rule 58 of the 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, I Kent, et al., Rhode Island Civil and Appellate Procedure §58:5 

at 539 (2017-18 edition), requires the entry of a separate document which contains the substance 

of the court’s ruling.  “The judgment should state what relief is awarded and indicate on what it is 

based, i.e., whether it is rendered upon a jury verdict, a decision by the court, or a granted motion 

for summary judgment.”  Kent, §58:1 at 537.  An order which states merely that “Final Judgment 

is entered”, as proposed by the Attorney General, fails to fulfill those requirements. 

We have held many times that judgments must provide relief and must not stop 
with reciting that motions were granted or denied—indeed that it is inappropriate 
for a judgment to refer to motions at all. See, e.g., Otis v. Chicago, 29 F.3d 1159, 
1163 (7th Cir. 1994) (en banc) (“[The judgment] should be a self-contained 
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document, saying who has won and what relief has been awarded, but omitting the 
reasons for this disposition, which should appear in the court's opinion.”). See also 
Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(a) (“A judgment should not include recitals of pleadings ... or a 
record of prior proceedings.”). This document transgresses almost every rule 
applicable to judgments. 
 
Cooke v. Jackson Nat'l Life Ins. Co., 882 F.3d 630, 631 (7th Cir. 2018). 
 

Reconsideration of the Court’s Earlier Ruling May Be Appropriate 

Amicus would also suggest to the Court that, in addition to potential disputes concerning 

withholding of new documents which are not deemed “public” or the release of additional records 

which are the subject of extensive and disputed redaction, it is anticipated that Morgan will seek 

reconsideration, at least in part, of the Court’s earlier decision upholding redactions to the earlier 

production in light of new information refuting the justifications offered by the Attorney General 

for at least some of those redactions. 

After this Court’s ruling of October 15, 2018, upholding, among other things, the redaction 

of all identifying numbers for purchase orders and complete text of any “memorandum,” the 

ACLU of RI filed a separate APRA request with the Department of Administration (DOA) seeking 

information regarding one of those memoranda, titled “Purchase Order for Lapel Pins and 

Challenge Coins for the Attorney General's Department,” and the accompanying invoice.  Exhibit 

B hereto. 

  In response, consistent with its stated policy of requesting identifying numbers to locate 

bid-related documents, which protocol was noted by Amicus in its earlier brief to the Court, DOA 

advised Amicus that it could not comply with the request in the absence of that numerical 

information.  Exhibit B.   
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The ACLU of RI then filed an APRA request with the Attorney General seeking the same 

documents.  Exhibit C hereto.  In response, the Attorney General produced the documents, without 

any of the redactions that appeared in the comparable documents produced to Morgan.  Exhibit C.  

Amicus respectfully submits that Morgan was entirely correct in her argument that the 

memorandum should have been produced and should not have been subject to the excessive 

redactions undertaken by the Attorney General, and that purchase order numbers should similarly 

have been produced.  

The release by the Attorney General of these unredacted documents, along with DOA’s 

response to Amicus that it would not be able to find the requested document in the absence of an 

invoice or purchase order number, demonstrates not only that the Attorney General’s stated 

security rationale for redacting those numbers was invalid, but that the redactions are inconsistent 

with DOA’s own process for finding documents that are indisputably public records under APRA. 

Further, as previously explained by Morgan and Amicus, the lack of bid and order numbers 

imposes a significant barrier to matching documents and purchases with their related invoices. 

Amicus submits that these new revelations provide an appropriate basis for the Court’s 

reconsideration of its earlier decision regarding redactions.  

Conclusion 

In conclusion, Amicus urges the Court to reject as premature the entry of a Final Judgment 

in this matter.  In addition, as a result of new information obtained by Amicus following the Court’s 

October 15 order, Amicus believes that reconsideration of the Court’s earlier decision upholding 

every redaction made by the Attorney General is in order. Further, in light of the Attorney 

General’s inappropriately heavy hand in redaction, the Court should direct the Attorney General 

to reproduce, at no additional expense to Morgan, the records previously produced, but without 
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redactions of invoice and purchase order numbers or documents labeled as memoranda, and, 

finally, the Court should direct the return to Morgan of some or all of the fee previously tendered 

by her.    

Respectfully submitted, 
 
   /s/ Lynette Labinger______________    
Lynette Labinger  #1645 
128 Dorrance St., Box 710 
(401) 465-9565 
ll@labingerlaw.com 
 
Cooperating Counsel,  
American Civil Liberties Union Foundation 
of Rhode Island 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I hereby certify that, on January 3, 2019: 

 
 I electronically filed and served this document through the electronic filing system.  

 

 The document electronically served is available for viewing and/or downloading from the 
Rhode Island Judiciary’s Electronic Filing System. 

 

 I further certify that a copy has been sent via e-mail and first-class mail, postage prepaid, 
to: 
Patricia L. Morgan   
411 Wakefield St.   
West Warwick, RI 02893  
Pmorgan14@cox.net 

 
   /s/ _ Lynette Labinger____________ 

 
 



From: pmorgan14@cox.net <pmorgan14@cox.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, January 1, 2019 8:59 AM 
To: mlong@courts.ri.gov 
Cc: Karen Ragosta <kragosta@riag.ri.gov>; 'Michael Field' <MField@riag.ri.gov>; Steven Brown 
<sbrown@riaclu.org>; Lynette Labinger <ll@labingerlaw.com> 
Subject: RE: Morgan v. Kilmartin 

Dear Judge Long,  

The order/letter attached to the Attorney General’s email does not reflect what you agreed the 
Attorney General’s office would deliver to me.  

We agreed that they would produce: 

All Invoices and related correspondence 
All RFPs and related correspondence 
All requests made to the US Department of Justice and related correspondence 
All bids and contracts and related correspondence 
All needs assessments and related correspondence 

I have waited for nearly three months for them to produce the documents you ordered them to retrieve 
and make available.  In fact, On November 8, 2018, I sent an email to you and Attorney Fields inquiring 
about the lack of not only production, but any communication of progress.  I was told that they were 
working to supply the documents. 

Clearly, they have not.  Instead, I am faced again with obstruction. I have not received the documents 
and the related correspondence in all the above categories. The correspondence is a vital part of my 
inquiry. 

The order sent by  the Attorney General’s office does not faithfully record the ruling that you made at 
our hearing before you.  I fear it is another attempt to avoid producing the documents to which I am 
entitled under the Access to Public Records Act and under your order. 

I ask that you not accept this inaccurate and erroneous order, and instead instruct the Attorney General 
to produce all the documents that you ordered.  I also ask that I not be made to wait another 3 months 
for their production.  

Thank you,  

Patricia Morgan  

EXHIBIT A



From: Karen Ragosta <kragosta@riag.ri.gov>  
Sent: Monday, December 31, 2018 2:35 PM 
To: pmorgan14@cox.net 
Subject: Morgan v. Kilmartin 
 

Attached please find documents relative to the above matter which are also being mailed out to 
you today via regular mail. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Karen 
 

Karen M. Ragosta | Legal Assistant, Civil Division 
The State of Rhode Island | Office of the Attorney General 
150 South Main Street | Providence, RI - 02903 
Office: +1 401 274 4400 | Ext:2328 
kragosta@riag.ri.gov| www.riag.ri.gov |  
 
 

 

Please note: Starting Monday, July 23, 2018, the Bureau of Criminal Identification (BCI), Consumer 
Protection Unit, and Diversion Unit will be located at 4 Howard Avenue, Cranston (on the corner of 
Howard Avenue and Pontiac Avenue).  As of that date, all in‐person state and/or national background 
checks will ONLY be available at the 4 Howard Avenue, Cranston location (background checks will NO 
LONGER be available at the Attorney General’s main office in Providence).  For more information, 
please visit www.riag.ri.gov or call 401‐274‐4400. 

 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: 
 
This email and any documents accompanying this transmission may contain 
legally privileged/confidential information. The information is intended only for 
the inspection and use of the recipient (s) named above. If you are not an 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any inspection, use, disclosure, 
copying, distribution, or exploitation of, or taking any action in reliance on the 
contents of this transmission is unauthorized and prohibited. If you have 
received this transmission in error, please notify us immediately by telephone to 
arrange for return of the original documents to us at our expense.  

 

 



From:
To:

Subject:
Date:

RI.gov Transparency Portal
Majcher, Daniel (DOA); Russolino, Nancy (DOA); Request, APRA (GOV); McIntyre, Nancy (DOA);
 Stein, Donna (DOA); McCabe, Brenna (DOA); APRA, DOA; Gaddes, Dylan (DOA)
[EXTERNAL] : APRA Request - Executive Branch Agencies: Administration
Tuesday, October 09, 2018 11:49:57 AM

Name Steven Brown
How would you like to receive your
documents? *

Email

Email * sbrown@riaclu.org

Approximate publish date of record * Thursday, March 28, 2013

Related Agency? * Administration

Topic - Dept of Administration Purchasing

Name and Description of record * A copy of a March 28, 2013 memorandum from Christopher
Cotta, Director of Administration at the Attorney General’s
Office, to Lorraine Hynes, Department of Administration
Purchasing Agent, regarding “Purchase Order for Lapel Pins
and Challenge Coins for the Attorney General’s
Department.”

Number of copies requested * 1

EXHIBIT B
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From: Majcher, Daniel (DOA) <Daniel.Majcher@doa.ri.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 7, 2018 4:04 PM 
To: Steven Brown 
Cc: Clarke, Amanda (DOA); McIntyre, Nancy (DOA); Stein, Donna (DOA) 
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] : Re: APRA Request – CHRISTOPHER COTTA MEMORANDUM  
  
Mr. Brown, 
  
For records back in 2013, we would need a PO number, a bid number or even a vendor name to 
look up that information and retrieve the contract file.  The Division of Purchases (“Division”) 
forwarded me your attached request and the email chain below.  The standard practice would 
be to keep such a memo in the specific contract file, which again is organized by PO number/Bid 
number.   Please note thousands of files and tens of thousands, if not hundreds of thousands, 
of procurement records, related to the purchase every good and/or service for the entire 
executive branch of state government would be involved.  Without the PO Number/bid Number 
or a vendor name to search for the PO #, searching for this memo is like looking for a needle in 
a haystack.   
  
With the information you have provided, without the PO #, a bid #, or the name of a vendor, I 
have spoken to the Division, they are unable to locate the memo you are requesting from 
2013.   Please keep in mind, these records from 2013 are not stored electronically and are in 
paper files, so the Division is unable to do a keyword search.  Back in 2013, the contract file 
would be in a paper contract file literally organized by Purchase Order/MPA Number.  These 
records may also have been physically sent to the archives.  If the Division had the name of the 
vendor, we could potentially locate the PO number in our system and go from there to locate 
the contract file.  Do you have the name of the vendor or can you get that from the Office of 
the Attorney General?  
  
Please let me know if you wish to continue the search without this information (vendor name, 
PO # or bid #) and I will prepare an estimate and request prepayment.  Again, if you can get the 
name of the vendor or the PO #, that would be extremely helpful and would expedite the 
search significantly. 
  
Please feel free to call me discuss further. 
  
Thanks, 
Dan       
  
  
Daniel W. Majcher, Esq. 
R.I. Department of Administration 
Legal Services 



One Capitol Hill, 4th Fl. 
Providence, RI 02908 
Tel: (401) 222-8880 
Fax: (401) 222-8244 
  
CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION - Attorney/Client Privilege And/Or Work Product.  This e-mail and any 
attachments contain confidential and/or legally privileged information from the office of the State of 
Rhode Island, Department of Administration, Division of Legal Services.  It is intended solely for the use of 
the named addressee(s).  If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, 
copying, distribution or use of the contents of  this e-mailed information is strictly prohibited and 
unauthorized.  If you receive this e-mail in error, please immediately notify the sender by e-mail or 
telephone and permanently delete all copies of this e-mail and any  attachments. 
  
  
From: Steven Brown <sbrown@riaclu.org>  
Sent: Thursday, November 01, 2018 2:04 PM 
To: Stein, Donna (DOA) <donna.stein@purchasing.ri.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] : Re: APRA Request – CHRISTOPHER COTTA MEMORANDUM  
  
  
Dear Ms. Stein ‐ 
  
I am following up on my October 26th email to you relating to my APRA request for a Division of 
Purchasing document. 
  
Since I have not heard back from you in response to that email, I am taking your October 24th 
email to me as a denial of my APRA request, but I would appreciate some clarification as to the 
basis for the denial.  
  
Is it the Division's position that it is unable to fulfill any APRA requests relating to purchasing 
decisions without a purchase order number? 
  
  
Steven Brown 
Executive Director 
ACLU of Rhode Island 
128 Dorrance Street, Suite 400 
Providence, RI 02903 
401‐831‐7171 (phone) 
401‐831‐7175 (fax) 
  
  

 
From: Steven Brown 
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 8:18 AM 



To: Stein, Donna (DOA) 
Subject: Re: APRA Request – CHRISTOPHER COTTA MEMORANDUM  
  
  
Dear Ms. Stein: 
  
Thank you for your response to my APRA request. 
  
While I can appreciate the fact that having a purchase order number might make it easier for 
you to find the requested document, I'm afraid I cannot give you one. That is because, as 
ridiculous as it may seem to you and me, the Attorney General has taken the position that 
purchase order numbers and similar identifying information for purchases are exempt from 
disclosure under the Access to Public Records Act, and he has refused to disclose them. As a 
result, your request for such identifying information puts us in a Catch‐22 situation. 
  
If it helps, I can tell you that this particular purchase request was made by the Attorney General 
from the funds his office received from the so‐called Google case settlement in 2012. 
  
Since I assume you receive other APRA requests that are not necessarily tied to purchase order 
numbers (e.g., a request for information about purchases of a certain type over a certain period 
of time), I trust it is not the Department's position that APRA requests relating to purchases can 
never be fulfilled if this specific type of identifying information is not provided.  
  
In light of other extremely specific information I have given you about the particular document I 
am seeking ‐‐ the name of the requester and the requestee, the date of the request, and the 
items being sought for purchase ‐‐ I trust that you will be able to fulfill my request, 
notwithstanding my inability to provide you a  specific number or project name (unless 
indicating that it is Google‐related funding is what you were looking for). 
  
Thank you, and I look forward to hearing back from you about this at the earliest opportunity 
and receiving the requested document. 
  
Steven Brown 
Executive Director 
ACLU of Rhode Island 
128 Dorrance Street, Suite 400 
Providence, RI 02903 
401‐831‐7171 (phone) 
401‐831‐7175 (fax) 
  
  

 
From: Stein, Donna (DOA) <Donna.Stein@purchasing.ri.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 24, 2018 8:32 AM 



To: Steven Brown 
Subject: APRA Request – CHRISTOPHER COTTA MEMORANDUM  
  
Good morning, 
This e‐mail is in response to your request made to the Rhode Island Division of Purchases 
(“Division”) received regarding, “…March 28, 2013 memorandum from Christopher Cotta, 
Director of Administration at the Attorney General’s Office, to Lorraine Hynes.” Your request is 
governed by the Rhode Island Access to Public Records Act (“APRA”) contained in R.I. Gen. Laws 
§ 38‐2‐1 et seq. and § 38‐2‐2(4)(B). 
The Purchasing Agent requests that records you would like to obtain be defined based on one 
or more of the following: solicitation number, purchase order number(s), vendor name(s), 
project title, etc., as records cannot be identified and located without additional information.  
Thank you, 
  
Donna Stein 
Standards Technician 
Department of Administration 
Division of Purchases 
One Capitol Hill 
Providence, RI 02908 
Phone: 401‐574‐8103 
Fax:      401‐574‐8387 
Donna.stein@purchasing.ri.gov 
  
CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION: This e‐mail and any attachments contain confidential and/or 
legally privileged information from the Department of Administration, Division of Purchases. 
This information is intended solely for the use of the named addressee(s). If you are not the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of 
the contents of this e‐mailed information is strictly prohibited and unauthorized. If you receive 
this e‐mail in error, please immediately notify the sender by e‐mail or telephone and 
permanently delete all copies of this e‐mail and any attachments. 
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November 19,20tB

ATTN: Open Government Unit
Department of the Attorney General
150 South Main Street
Providence, RI 02903
aprarequest@riag.ri.gov

(by email)

To Whom It May Concern:

Please consider this a formal request pursuant to the Access to Public Records Act

[APRA), R.I.G.L. 53B-2-1 et seq.

I am writing to obtain copies of the following documents:

(1) A copy of a March 28,20L3 memorandum from Christopher Cotta, Director of
Administration of the Attorney General's Office, to Lorraine Hynes, Department of
Administration Purchasing Agent, regarding "Purchase Order for Lapel Pins and Challenge
Coins for the Attorney General's Department"; and

(2) Any invoices relating to this purchase order.

Upon information and belief, this purchase was made, or sought to be made, from
"Google settlement" funds.

The documents can be sent electronically to sbrown@riaclu.org.

As provided for by APRA, we are willing to pay reasonable copying costs for the
requested records, and I look forward to receiving the documents within ten business days. If
you have any questions about this requesÇ I hope you will feel free to let me know.

Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this request.

Si

n
Executive Director

EXHIBIT C



From: Sean Lyness <SLyness@riag.ri.gov> 
Sent: Monday, December 3, 2018 8:43 AM 
To: Steven Brown 
Subject: Response to November 19, 2018 APRA Request  
  
Dear Mr. Brown: 
  
Attached please find documents responsive to your November 19, 2018 Access to Public 
Records Act request.  The last page of the .pdf is the invoice (category 2), whereas the 
remaining documents are the requested memorandum (category 1).  Because search and 
retrieval was less than one hour, and because these documents were maintained 
electronically at the time of your request, there is no charge for processing this request. 
  
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 
  
  
Thank you very much, 
  
-Sean Lyness 
  

Sean Lyness   
Special Assistant Attorney General, Civil Division 
The State of Rhode Island | Office of the Attorney General 
150 South Main Street | Providence, RI - 02903 
Office: +1 401 274 4400 | Ext: 2481 
SLyness@riag.ri.gov| www.riag.ri.gov |  

 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: 
 
This email and any documents accompanying this transmission may contain legally privileged/confidential information. The 
information is intended only for the inspection and use of the recipient (s) named above. If you are not an intended recipient, you 
are hereby notified that any inspection, use, disclosure, copying, distribution, or exploitation of, or taking any action in reliance on 
the contents of this transmission is unauthorized and prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please notify us 
immediately by telephone to arrange for return of the original documents to us at our expense.  
  
Please note: Starting Monday, July 23, 2018, the Bureau of Criminal Identification (BCI), 
Consumer Protection Unit, and Diversion Unit will be located at 4 Howard Avenue, Cranston (on the 
corner of Howard Avenue and Pontiac Avenue).  As of that date, all in-person state and/or 
national background checks will ONLY be available at the 4 Howard Avenue, Cranston 
location (background checks will NO LONGER be available at the Attorney General’s main office in 
Providence).  For more information, please visit www.riag.ri.gov or call 401-274-4400. 
  
 




















































