Case 1:15-cv-02234-RJL Document 25 Filed 01/22/16 Page 1 of 5

UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

MATTHEW GRACE, et al.,
Plaintiffs,
V.
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, et al., Civil Action No. 15-2234 (RJL)

Defendants.
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MOTION OF BRADY CENTER TO PREVENT GUN VIOLENCE FOR LEAVE TO
FILE AMICUS CURIAE BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS

Brady Center to Prevent Gun Violence respectfully moves under LCvR 7(0) for leave to
fileabrief asamicus curiae in support of the defendants’ opposition to the plaintiffs application
for apreliminary or permanent injunction.

The Brady Center to Prevent Gun Violence, which is headquartered in the District of
Columbia, isthe nation’ s largest non-partisan, non-profit organization dedicated to reducing gun
violence through education, research, and legal advocacy. Through its Lega Action Project, the
Brady Center has filed numerous briefs amicus curiae in cases involving both state and federa
gun laws, including McDonald v. City of Chicago, 561 U.S. 742, 870 n.13, 887 n.30, 891 n.34
(2010) (Stevens, J., dissenting) (citing Brady Center brief), United States v. Hayes, 555 U.S. 415,
427 (2009) (citing Brady Center brief), District of Columbia v. Heller, 554 U.S. 570 (2008),
Peruta v. County of San Diego, 742 F.3d 1144 (9th Cir. 2014) (reheard en banc on June 16,

2015), and Wrenn v. District of Columbia, No. 15-162, (D.C. Cir.). To thiscase, amicus brings
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abroad and deep perspective on the issues raised and has a compelling interest in the federal
courts' interpretation of Second Amendment issues.

The proposed brief argues that the District of Columbia’' s permitting processis
substantialy similar to those upheld by other circuits and does not violate the Second
Amendment asit isavalid exercise of the District’ s police powers in furtherance of public
safety. By providing an overview of the policy implications of increasing the number of firearms
in the public sphere, the proposed brief explains how the current permitting process furthers the
District’ simportant interest of limiting public carrying to those individuals who have a
particularized need for self-defense. This overview includes an analysis of sociological data,
newspaper articles, statutes, and legal commentary that are not addressed by the parties. Several
of these materials are specific to the unique public safety situation in the District of Columbia.
Unlike the parties, the proposed brief also examines the extent to which an analogy can be
appropriately drawn between the constitutional analysis of laws implicating the Second
Amendment and those implicating the First Amendment. Amicus, therefore, respectfully submits
the attached brief to assist the Court in deciding the complex and significant issues raised in this
matter.

The defendants have consented to the filing of thisamicus brief. The plaintiffs have
represented that they would have consented to the filing of the proposed brief had it been filed on
or before January 19, 2016, but because it was filed three days | ater, they do not consent.

Despite the plaintiffs' objection, the Brady Center respectfully submits that it complied with the
applicablelocal rule by filing this motion “in atimely manner such that it does not unduly delay
the Court’s ability to rule on [this] matter.” LCvR 7(0)(2). Becausethe parties’ briefing of the

application for apreliminary or permanent injunction was completed only today, the Brady
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Center’s motion did not delay the Court’ s ability to rule on that application. Indeed, the hearing
on the plaintiffs' application is not scheduled to occur until February 2, 2015—more than ten
(10) days after the filing of this motion. Moreover, the Brady Center satisfied the applicable rule
of appellate procedure as it filed the instant motion and proposed amicus brief “7 days after the
principal brief of the party being supported[,]” i.e. the defendants, was filed on January 15, 2016.
Fed. R. App. P. 29(e). By doing so, the Brady Center was able to review the defendants’
opposition and ensure before filing that the proposed brief would provide arelevant perspective
that is not duplicative of those offered by the parties. Asaresult, this Court should grant the
Brady Center’s motion over the plaintiffs' objection.

The proposed brief, which includes a corporate disclosure statement, is attached hereto as
Exhibit A for the convenience of the Court and counsel. A proposed order is attached as Exhibit
B.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, amicus curiae Brady Center to Prevent Gun Violence

respectfully requests that the Court grant leave to file the attached amicus brief.

Dated: January 22, 2016 /s Adam K. Levin
Adam K. Levin
James W. Clayton
HOGAN LOVELLSUSLLP
555 Thirteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004
(202) 637-5600
adam.levin@hoganlovells.com
james.clayton@hoganlovells.com

BRADY CENTER TO PREVENT GUN
VIOLENCE
Jonathan Lowy
Alla Lefkowitz
Kelly Sampson
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840 First Street, N.E. Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20002

(202) 370-8104
jlowy@bradymail.org

Attorneys for Brady Center to Prevent Gun
Violence
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that on January 22, 2016, | electronically filed the foregoing with the
Clerk of the Court for the United States District Court for the District of Columbia by using the
CM/ECF system. | certify that all participants in this case are registered CM/ECF users and that

service will be accomplished by the CM/ECF system.

/s’/Adam K. Levin
Adam K. Levin




