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exclusion clearly and unambiguously covers the allegations in the Flextronics Action, PTC’s expectations have no further
'
l’oleto play in this analysis.
III. CONCLUSION
•For the reasons set forth more fully
ahpve, it is hereby ORDERED that Plaintiffs Motion, for Judgment on the Pleadings (Doc. No. 8) is DENIED. Although
Charter Oak has not itself moved for dismissal, PTC acknowledges “[i]f the Court
rules that the IP' Exclusion applies, the
case is over.” Having resolved that, the IP
exclusion. does • apply to the Flextronics
Action, I direct the clerk to .enter a judgment. for the defendant declaring that the
exclusion does apply. .
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Rideout v. Gardner

Judgment
	Question Presented
	Whether a prohibition of a photograph of a completed ballot violates the First Amendment?

	Alleged Acts
	In the state of New Hampshire, voters were prohibited from taking and/or disclosing photographs of completed ballots. Voters brought this action against the Secretary of State arguing that the provision violated their First Amendment Rights. The voters sought an injunction barring enforcement of the statute. 

	Procedural history
	The parties filed cross motions for summary judgment and waived trial because the materials facts of the case were not in dispute. 

	Summary
	The court determined that the law restricting photography of completed ballots was a content-based restriction on speech, but failed to meet the First Amendment’s strict scrutiny test because it did not serve a compelling state interest or restrict itself to a narrow tailoring. Further, the court determined that there was no real showing, other than speculation, that the law prohibited the influence of cash and conflict. 

	Conclusion
	The court determined that the statute was overly broad and there were less restrictive means to discourage vote buying or voter coercion. 
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