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INTEREST OF AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION

The proper resolution of this appeal is a matter of substantial concern to the
American Civil Liberties Union of Florida. The ACLU is a nationwide nonpartisan
organization of nearly 400,000 members dedicated to protecting the fundamental
liberties and basic civil rights guaranteed by the state and federal constitutions. The
ACLU of Florida is its state affiliate and has approximately 22,000 members in the
State of Florida also dedicated to the principles of liberty and equality embodied in the
United States Constitution and the Florida Constitﬁtion. The ACLU has a long
standing inferest in protecting the privacy rights of individuals and has participated
in some of the most important constitutional cases before the courts dealing with such
profections. See, e.g.: Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 U.S. 479 (1965)(striking down
Connecticut law forbidding use of contraceptives); Lawrence v. Texas, 539 U.S. 558
(2003)(striking down Texas sodomy statute}. In Florida, the ACLU has participated
in cases dealing with the constitutionality of laws infringing upon the right to privacy
guaranteed by the Florida Constitution as well. North Florida Woman's Health and
Counseling Services, Inc., 866 So. 2d 612 (Fla. 2003) (striking down Florida Parental
Notice of Abortion Act). As amicus, the ACLU seeks to vindicate the right of every

citizen of Florida to preserve their privacy in the contents of their medical records.






