


INTRODUCTION

This is an Open Records Act case in which Cape Publications, Inc. d/b/a the
Courier-Journal ("the Courier-Journal") appeals from an opinion of the Court of Appeals
that held that the University of Louisville Foundation, Inc. ("Foundation") may, in all
cases, withhold information relating to transfers of funds from individuals to the
Foundation because the disclosure of such information would constitute a clearly

unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.

STATEMENT CONCERNING ORAL ARGUMENT

Because of the public importance and complexity of the issues addressed in this
appeal, Appellant believes that oral argument would be beneficial to the Court. The

opportunity to address the Court's particular questions or concerns would be in

furtherance of justice.
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