Here's the Law Dork filing you can't
access on PACER. All of this
refugee case's filings should be
online.

A magistrate judge denied Law Dork's request for online access
to the docket in a significant refugee rights case in Minnesota.
Law Dork's lawyers filed their objection on Tuesday.
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On Wednesday, lawyers for Law Dork objected to a magistrate judge’s

decision denying Law Dork’s request to intervene in litigation in
Minnesota over the treatment of refugees. Law Dork is seeking_to
intervene to make the case and filings in it more accessible to the
public.
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The filing was made in a significant case in Minnesota over the Trump
administration’s effort to arrest and detain refugees who have not
adjusted to lawful permanent resident status after being in the country
for more than a year — policies against which classwide relief has been
granted in the case.

Ironically, despite the high-profile nature of the case, the only way you
would have been able to read the filing from Law Dork’s lawyers is if
you happened to be in Minnesota and were able to get to the
courthouse, while it's open, and if you knew where to go to find the
terminals where you can search out the relevant filings.
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Law Dork, with support from its lawyers at Public Justice, had asked for
three things back in February: opening the docket in the case to allow
remote access to all of the filings, adding a public-access line for future
hearings, and not allowing for the sealing of documents in the case
without proper justification.
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U.S. District Judge John Tunheim took care of the third request on his
own, reversing his sealing order two days after Law Dork’s original
motion was filed. “The Court will remove the requirement that such
documents be filed under seal,” he wrote in an order filed on the docket.

Importantly, this is why we learned about the Department of Homeland
Security’s two memos attempting to reverse longtime government
policy not allowing the detention of refugees who have done nothing
wrong and simply have not obtained LPR status.

But, as to Law Dork’s other requests, Magistrate Judge Douglas Micko
denied Law Dork’s intervention request on February 18, stating that

“each of Law Dork’s requests has been satisfied.” The problem is, that’s
wrong, and Law Dork has now asked U.S. District Judge John Tunheim

to fix that.

Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 5.2, the default rule in
deportation cases and cases over “immigration benefits or detention” is
that the only the docket itself and the judge’s orders and opinions are
available remotely.

(c) Limrtations on RemoTE Access To ELEcTRONIC FiLEs; SociAL-SEcURITY APPEALS AND IMMIGRATION
Cases. Unless the court orders otherwise, in an action for benefits under the Social
Security Act, and in an action or proceeding relating to an order of removal, to relief from
removal, or to immigration benefits or detention, access to an electronic file is authorized
as follows:

(1) the parties and their attorneys may have remote electronic access to any part of
the case file, including the administrative record;

(2) any other person may have electronic access to the full record at the courthouse,
but may have remote electronic access only to:

(A) the docket maintained by the court; and

(B) an opinion, order, judgment, or other disposition of the court, but not any other
part of the case file or the administrative record.
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But, that is only the default rule. Under the terms of the rule itself,
judges can “order[] otherwise” — and they often do, particularly in
cases of public interest.

In denying Law Dork’s request, Micko simply noted that “the public may
already access filings in this case through the public terminals available
at each federal courthouse in the district.”

In Wednesday'’s objection to Micko’s order, however, Law Dork’s lawyers
stated:

Though the interest in this case is national, because of this
restriction, public access is limited to those few who can afford to
visit the local courthouse. For that reason, the Court should reject
the Magistrate Judge’s Order and grant Law Dork’s Motions to
Intervene and To Request Greater Public Access.

The objection also reiterates the request for “greater public access"”
with a public-access line for hearings: “The Court should take
advantage of the technological means at its disposal to promote the
public’s ability to track this case.”

You can read the rest, but | do want to highlight one last point that |
think is particularly important.

This is a case in which classwide relief has been granted. Any refugee
subject to the Trump administration attempted policy reversal is
covered by Tunheim’s order.

It is essential that the government’s filings in such a case are easily
accessible (as well as the filings from the plaintiffs’ lawyers). There are
many reasons, but, importantly, such filings should be available in case
the government isn’'t following the order and a refugee needs help in the
middle of the night, and a lawyer who is contacted and previously
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uninvolved in the case needs to get caught up on the case and
arguments quickly.

Beyond that, though, once classwide relief is ordered, the public has an
even greater interest in the case than it already has in public access to
the courts. As Law Dork’s lawyers stated in asking for the remote
access:

This court should join the courts across the country that have recognized the need to
increase public access in cases involving immigration enforcement and exercised their
discretion to lift the Rule’s access limitations. See, e.g., Kordia v. Noem, No. 3:25-cv-1072,
Dkt. No. 47 (N.D. Tex. June 2, 2025); Mahdawi v. Trump, No. 2:25-cv-389, Dkt. No. 73
(D. Vt. May 23, 2025); Khalil v. Joyce, No. 1:25-cv-1935, Dkt. No. 29 (S.D.N.Y. Mar. 12,
2025); Sorto-Vasquez Kidd v. Noem, No. 2:20-cv-3512-ODW, 2025 WL 1715514, at *1
(C.D. Cal. May 7, 2025). Increased access is particularly appropriate in cases involving
class claims, where both the public and class members have an interest in ensuring that the
government complies with the class-wide relief ordered. See Sorto-Vasquez Kidd v. Noem,
2025 WL 1715514, at *1 (“Class members, and the public at large, should be given easy
access to filings related to requests to Defendants' compliance with the agreement and the
Court's enforcement of the settlement.”). Because that is the case here, Dkt. No. 133 at 55-
63, 66, and because Plaintiffs’ privacy interests are already well-protected, Dkt. No. 30, 31,
the Court should grant Law Dork’s request. See Sorto-Vasquez Kidd v. Noem, 2025 WL

1715514, at *2 (noting that “Rule 5.2°s purpose does not support a limited-access

designation” where the parties “have worked diligently™ to file sensitive information under

seal and certain individual Defendants were proceeding under pseudonym.).
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Thanks, again, to Law Dork’s lawyers from Public Justice and, in
Minnesota, Apollo Law LLC, for supporting this effort.
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